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Learners’ language ability and achievement can be assessed by many different 
methods. An increasing number of language programs have been using alternative 
assessments along with teacher grades and formal tests. Self-assessment can also serve 
as a measure of learners’ language ability.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of students’ self- 
assessment with teachers’ estimates of their students’ achievement and achievement test 
results. The relationship between the teachers’ estimates and the achievement test was 
also examined. The criterion validity of the self-assessment test, as a function of its 
correlation with the external measures of the students’ language ability, ie., the teachers’ 
estimates and the achievement test scores, was determined. Additionally, the influence 
of the students’ gender and achievement (indicated by their test scores) on their self- 
assessment behaviour was explored.
Two questionnaires were used to elicit the perceived assessments of the students’ 
language abilities: one for the students' self-assessment, and the other for teachers’
estimates of the students’ language achievement. The achievement test scores served as 
a third measure of the students’ language skills. The data were analysed by using 
Pearson Product Moment correlation to establish the relationship between the three 
methods of assessment. T-tests and Pearson Product Moment correlation were used to 
find out the effect of the students’ gender and achievement on their self-assessment 
behaviour.
The results showed that there were only weak correlations between the students’ 
self-assessment and the other two measures, namely, the achievement test and the 
teachers’ assessment. The correlations between the teachers’ estimates and the 
achievement test were higher, but still low for assessment purposes. In this context, for 
example, vocabulary showed virtually no correlations between the achievement test 
scores and the two subjective measures of the students’ language ability, ie., self- 
assessment and teachers’ estimates. No effect of gender on the students’ self-assessment 
behaviour was found. However, a strong relationship between the students’ 
achievement, as indicated by their test scores, and their self-assessment behaviour was 
observed. Better students (those with higher test scores) tended to be less overevaluative 
of their language abilities compared with their weaker peers (those with lower test 
scores).
The study suggests that students’ self-assessment may display a low criterion 
validity, defined as a function of its correlation with achievement test scores. Teachers’ 
estimates of their students’ language achievement may have a weak relationship with the 
students’ test performance. The study also suggests that vocabulary may be the hardest 
skill to self-assess.
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CHAPTER 1; INTRODUCTION 
Purpose and Background of the Study
The purpose of the present study is to investigate the relationship among 
three measurement methods of students’ language achievement: self-assessment, 
teachers’ subjective assessment and an achievement test. The extent of the 
agreement between those methods is measured, and the relationship amongst them is 
determined.
There has been a general tendency in the field of foreign language education 
to argue for giving learners greater responsibility over their own language learning 
(Bailey, 1998; Gardner, 1996; Harris, 1997; Lee, 1998; McNamara & Dean, 1995; 
Nunan, 1988). In spite of the fact that an increased amount of emphasis has been 
placed on the role and engagement of the learner in the foreign language learning 
process over recent years, one area where change is coming slowly but steadily is 
that of language assessment. Growing interest in learner-centred curricula has also 
triggered greater attention to self-assessment as a form of student assessment and as a 
key element of self-directed and autonomous language learning (Brindley, 1989; 
Goodbody, 1993; Gottlieb, 1995; Peirce, Swain, & Hart, 1993). Considering that the 
learner-centred curriculum aims to develop both learners’ language abilities and “a 
critical self-consciousness... of their own role as active agents within the learning 
process,” student self-assessment as an alternative and/or additional method of 
evaluation and an important element of learner autonomy takes greater magnitude 
(Nunan, 1988, pp. 134- 135).
One of the rationales for the application of self-assessment as a tool for 
measuring learners’ language abilities is that individuals are in a better position than
outside evaluators to assess themselves since they have access to a large database on 
their own successes and failures in their abilities (Heilenman, 1990). Indeed, 
learners are constantly engaged in self-assessing their language abilities and skills 
every time they perform some task in speaking, reading, listening and reading, 
because they compare themselves against some external criteria (LeBlanc & 
Painchaud, 1985). These external criteria can be any sources learners are able to get 
information from about the success of their language performance, such as their 
peers, teachers, other speakers of the language, newspapers in the target language, 
the TV, and tests. In other words, learners have access to a large database of 
feedback on their language behaviour. Therefore, learners should be aware of their 
weaknesses and strengths in the language they are learning more than anyone else.
Studying language requires not only the knowledge about the target language 
but also performance in the language. Self-assessment can help students realise that 
this is the case, and that in order to be communicatively successful they should 
perform different authentic linguistic tasks such as in real life encounters and 
communicative, classroom experiences (Harris, 1997). There are students who know 
the structure (grammar) of the target language very well, but they are unable to 
interact in the language (Short, 1993). They possess linguistic knowledge but lack 
communicative abilities that are necessary in order to operate in the target language 
successfully. A foreign language is best acquired by using it, not by studying about 
it (Harris, 1997; Lee, 1998). Self-assessment can raise learners’ awareness of their 
own abilities by alerting them of their own weaknesses and strengths, and by 
stimulating a reflective approach to the learning process, so that they are in a better
position to set and evaluate their language goals (Bailey, 1998; Harris, 1997; Nunan, 
1988; Oscarson, 1989; Tudor, 1996).
Regular engagement in self-assessment can also serve as a means by which 
learners are pushed to think about how they go about learning (Harris, 1997; 
MacIntyre, Noels, & Clement, 1997; Short, 1993; Tudor, 1996). It is important for 
learners to be aware of the strategies that they use in learning the target language, 
and which of them work and which of them do not. In this capacity self-assessment 
provides language learners with opportunities to reflect on and evaluate their own 
learning strategies.
There are also other reasons why self-assessment practices might be 
welcomed in language programs. The contribution of self-assessment to language 
curricula can range from students' greater involvement and increased motivation in 
language learning to identifying effective methods and materials (Nunan, 1988; 
Oscarson, 1989). Moreover, self-assessment may lessen some of the negative 
affective factors that accompany traditional tests such as debilitative anxiety 
(Delgado, Guerrero, Goggin, & Ellis, 1999; Huerta-Macias, 1995).
For any instrument of measurement to be acceptable in real language testing 
practice, it must meet such criteria as reliability, validity and practicality. As far as 
reliability and validity of self-assessment are concerned, there is a considerable body 
of research literature pointing to the fact that self-assessment does work and there is 
often a good correspondence between self-assessment, teachers' grades, and more 
objective test results (Bachman «& Palmer, 1989; Blanche & Merino, 1989; Buck, 
1992; Goodbody, 1993; MacIntyre et al., 1997; Milleret, Stansfield, & Kenyon,
1991; Ross, 1998; Scott, Stansfield, & Kenyon, 1996). As far as practicality is
concerned self-assessment tests are superior to standardised tests; they are easy to 
design and construct and apply, and they are time-saving (Brown & Hudson, 1998; 
Goodbody, 1993; LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985; Oscarson, 1989).
However, there are several studies that question self-assessment as an 
adequately accurate measuring tool. Blanche (1990), Blue (1988), Janssen-van 
Dieten (1989), and Peirce et al. (1993) found that self-assessment results correlated 
only weakly with external criteria such as teachers' grades and test performance 
scores. The research findings on self-assessment also indicate that self-assessment 
accuracy can be affected by other factors such as learners' academic level in 
language, prior language experience, language anxiety, nationality, learner beliefs, 
and even gender (Blue, 1988; Janssen-van Dieten, 1989; Macintyre et al., 1997; 
Onwuenbuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 1999; Wright & Houck, 1995).
It should be noted that most of the research on self-assessment has 
concentrated on the use of self-assessment as an instrument for the purposes of 
placement and proficiency. However, Blanche's (1990) study carried out at the 
Department of Defence Language Institute, Foreign Language Center in Monterey, 
California is a notable exception. He found that the self-assessment instrument used 
in his study to monitor learners' progress and achievement in learning was of low 
reliability and validity. However, it is important for learners to be able to assess their 
own language progress and development in order to judge about their language 
ability. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct further research into self-assessment as a 
tool for measuring learners' language progress and achievement.
Statement of the Problem
Research on self-assessment has pronounced contradictory conclusions about 
self-assessment accuracy, and consequently about its reliability and validity. On the 
one hand, a considerable body of the literature has shown that self-assessment can be 
a reliable and valid assessment instrument of language ability (Bachman & Palmer, 
1989; Blanche & Merino, 1989; Buck, 1992; Goodbody, 1993; MacIntyre et al., 
1997; Milleret et al., 1991; Ross, 1998; Scott et al, 1996). On the other hand, there 
have been a number of studies that have shown that self-assessment may fail to 
provide an accurate picture of learners' abilities (Blanche, 1990; Blue; 1988; 
Heilenman, 1990; Janssen-van Dieten, 1989; Peirce et al., 1993). What is obvious is 
that whether self-assessment is a reliable and valid tool for measuring the learner’s 
language skills has not been decisively established yet.
Moreover, since most of the research into self-assessment has been conducted 
in second language settings, it would be unwarranted to conclude that the findings 
are automatically applicable to foreign language settings. It is unclear whether 
learners in countries where English is taught and learned as a foreign language 
display the same behaviour and tendencies while assessing their language skills. 
Besides, some studies have shown that there is a discrepancy in self-assessment 
results when learners of different nationalities self-assess their language abilities 
(Blue, 1988; Jansses-van Dieten, 1989). Some cultures, such as Middle Easterners, 
tended to overestimate their own language competencies, while others, such as North 
Americans and Europeans, tended to underestimate their language abilities (Blue, 
1988; Janssen-van Dieten, 1989).
Furthermore, self-assessment as a tool for measuring learners' achievement 
progress, and its relationship with such external criteria as achievement tests and 
teachers' estimates of learners' achievement have been little investigated. Most 
research has concentrated on self-assessment as a measure of proficiency with no 
relation to the objectives and requirements of a specific language program (Blanche, 
1990; Blue, 1988). There has been a call in the literature on self-assessment for 
designing and investigating self-assessment procedures directly related to a specific 
curriculum content (Ross, 1998).
Moreover, little research has been done on the self-assessment behaviour of 
learners of a particular level of proficiency. Almost no research exists specifically 
on self-assessment with intermediate level learners who constitute a considerable 
part of foreign language learners.
Thus, it is both desirable and necessary to conduct research that would 
address the above mentioned issues related to self-assessment. The present study is 
an attempt to address some of these issues, namely the relationship between EFL 
students’ self-assessment of their language achievement and two external criteria of 
their language achievement: an achievement test and teachers’ subjective assessment.
Significance of the Study
If the present study can show that self-assessment can be a valid measure of 
learners’ language progress and achievement as it is indicated by their achievement 
test scores, it may contribute to the ongoing debate on self-assessment in the field of 
language learning and language assessment. Research on self-assessment reliability 
and accuracy is not conclusive. Conclusions drawn from this investigation may help
to determine if self-assessment can yield relatively reliable estimates of foreign 
language learners’ abilities.
The study may also trigger further research into self-assessment as a 
criterion-referenced measure. This aspect of self-rating tests has been scarcely 
investigated, and the need for it has been expressed in the literature (Blanche, 1990; 
Blue, 1988; Ross, 1998). Criterion-referenced assessments are directly related to 
particular program objectives, and it is desirable to research self-assessment 
behaviour as a tool for measuring learners' language development and progress.
Furthermore, the present study may show how self-assessment might behave 
among learners with a distinct cultural background, in a specific EFL setting. 
Previous research has shown that learners with certain cultural backgrounds may 
display certain self-assessment behaviour (Blue, 1988; Janssen-van Dieten, 1989).
Research Questions
In the present study the following questions will be addressed:
1. To what extent does students' self-assessment of language ability agree with 
progress achievement tests?
2. How much congruence is there between students' self-assessment of language 
ability and teachers' estimates of the students’ language achievement?
3. To what extent do teachers' estimates of students' achievement agree with 
achievement test results?
CHAPTER 2; REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction
One of the recent issues that has aroused an increased interest in the fields of 
language teaching and language testing has been that of self-assessment. Self- 
assessment is included into a wider family of alternative assessments that have been 
recommended by many educators for application in the area of language assessment 
(Balliro, 1993; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Huerta-Macias, 1995; Norris, 2000; Short, 
1993). The following researchers have implemented self-assessment as a key 
element of language assessment and a component of autonomous and independent 
language learning in their programs in different parts of the world: Gardner (1996), 
Goodbody (1993), LeBlanc and Painchaud (1985), Lee (1998), McNamara and Dean 
(1995), Oscarson (1989), Smolen, Newman, Wathen, and Lee (1995), Taylor 
(1998), von Elec (1985). The application of self-assessment methods is thought to 
generate numerous benefits for both teachers and students (McNamara & Dean,
1995; Nunan, 1988; Oscarson, 1989; Smolen et al., 1989; Tudor, 1996). Since 
language learning is a life-long process, learners should be able to continuously 
judge their language competences in different situations, whether when they 
communicate with native speakers, read a newspaper, watch a television program, or 
write a letter in the target language (Dickinson, 1996).
Theoretically, the process of self-assessment rests on the belief that learners 
are in the best position to assess themselves since they have access to a large 
database on their own successes and failures in their abilities (Heilenman, 1990; 
Tudor, 1996). Practically, self-assessment is regarded as more economical than 
traditional testing methods since it requires less time and material resources, and is
easier to prepare and administer (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Harris, 1997; Heilenman, 
1990; LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985; von Elec, 1985).
However, there have been concerns that self-assessment may not be 
adequately reliable and valid as an instrument for measuring the learner’s ability 
since it involves purely subjective judgements (Cohen, 1994; MacIntyre et al., 1997). 
Furthermore, research on self-assessment has shown that self-assessment methods 
may produce fluctuating results (Arnold, Willoughby, & Calkins, 1985; Delgado et 
al., 1999). On the one hand, there is a body of research indicating a significant 
degree of association between self-assessment and external, more objective measures 
of language ability like standardised tests and teacher grades (Blanche & Merino, 
1989; Buck, 1992; Goodbody, 1993; MacIntyre et al., 1996; Ross, 1998). On the 
other hand, there are studies showing that self-assessment may fail in demonstrating 
the required validity and reliability (Blanche, 1990; Blue, 1988; Janssen-van Dieten, 
1989; Peirce et al., 1993). In order for self-assessment, like any other assessment, to 
occupy a firm position in language testing procedures, it should produce, at least with 
the majority of learners and on a majority of occasions, measurement accuracies 
comparable with other measures of language ability such as formal tests and 
teachers’ estimates (Bachman, 1990; Blanche, 1990). Since research on self- 
assessment is not conclusive, further investigations into the validity and reliability of 
self-assessment procedures are necessary.
This chapter reviews the related literature on self-assessment in the following 
order; (a) self-assessment as an alternative assessment, (b) self-assessment forms, 
purposes and place in language testing (c) self-assessment validity and reliability, 
and (d) research findings on self-assessment.
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Self-Assessment as an Alternative Assessment
The phrase alternative assessment has become one of the debated issues in 
the field of language assessment (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Short, 1993). The first 
question that comes into the mind is “Alternative to what?” If it is alternative to 
standardised tests, then we can mention alternative assessment tools such as 
portfolios, diaries, self-assessment, interviews, role-plays, and task-based assessment 
(Huerta-Macias, 1995). If it is alternative to multiple-choice tests which are usually 
associated with traditional tests, then composition tests, cloze tests, c-test, cloze 
elides, and dictations can be regarded as alternative assessments (Brown & Hudson, 
1998; Norris, 2000).
Literature on language assessment divides all types of assessment into two 
groups, one representing the so called traditional assessments that usually include 
standardised tests and teacher grades, and the other representing alternative 
assessments (Huerta-Macias, 1995; Short, 1993). Alternative assessment procedures 
listed by Huerta-Macias (1995) include checklists of student behaviour or products, 
journals, reading logs, audio-tapes of discussions and videos of role-plays, self- 
evaluations, work samples, teacher observations and anecdotal records. Brown and 
Hudson (1998) add to this list portfolios, conferences, diaries, and peer assessment. 
Balliro (1993) also mentions teacher-designed tests, and individual education plans 
as alternatives to standardised tests. Moreover, technological advancements have 
given birth to on-line tests, and computer-based and computer-adaptive tests (Norris, 
2000). Such non-traditional and innovative methods of assessment as project-based 
assessment, performance-developed tests, collaborative assessment, surveys, 
interviews, presentations, group work, essay tests, problem-solving assignments.
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learner reports of their own work, assessment games, discussion and debates, action 
plans, contract assessment, research papers, and electronic self-assessment portfolios 
can be added to this list of alternative assessment (Genesee & Upshur, 1996; Mohan 
& Low, 1995; Norris, 2000; Short, 1993; Weir & Roberts, 1994).
Collaborative assessment is a form of assessment when learners and teachers 
assess by way of negotiation and coming to a common decision; or when two or 
more teachers cooperate and assess their learners by a consensus. For instance, 
language and content teachers in a university may come together to decide on their 
learners’ grades. In contract assessment, assessment is guided by the articles of a 
contract signed between a teacher and a learner. In the contract, the learner may set 
up his or her own language goals and commitments that he or she is to fulfil. Even 
criteria for the assessment of the fulfilment of these goals and commitments can be 
specified in the contract. This kind of assessment may be used in individualised 
learning.
Group work or group assessment is an assessment of learners as members of 
a group, not individually. A small group of learners may perform a common task, 
such as, for example, role-play, a group project, a group task. Performance-based 
assessment provides information on how learners use English and basic skills 
(writing, reading, speaking, listening) regularly. In performance-based tests items 
(such as reading a chart or locating information on a schedule, or pantomiming the 
event in a story, making a purchase in a department store) are put in actual contexts 
that the learners might encounter. In essay tests, information on the learners’ 
knowledge is obtained by means of written essays (Short, 1993). Electronic self­
12
assessment portfolios are electronic forms of usual self-assessment portfolios 
exemplified in Smolen et al. (1995).
However, as Brown and Hudson (1998) note, the phrase alternative 
assessment may be misleading, because
it implies three things: (a) that these assessment procedures (like alternative 
music and alternative press) are somehow a completely new way of doing 
things, (b) that they are completely separate and different, and (c) that they 
are somehow exempt from requirements of responsible test construction and 
decision making (p. 657).
Therefore, they propose to call all assessment types that differ from 
standardised tests in one way or another alternatives in assessment, ” and not 
alternative assessments (p. 657). Moreover, in the literature one can come across 
different terms used for denoting these new methods of assessment: classroom 
assessment, authentic assessment, informal assessment, contextualized assessment. 
Some researchers question the appropriateness of the title alternative, because these 
new methods of assessment can be alternative to many assessment frameworks, and 
not only to traditional standardised tests (Balliro, 1993). They argue that the phrase 
“alternative assessment” is too broad, and may be interpreted differently. Balliro 
(1993) proposes to call them "’congruent assessment” as a blanket term, in the sense 
that these assessments fit the goals negotiated among teachers and students (p.560). 
He argues that simply weighing new non-traditional assessment approaches against 
traditional standardised tests will not provide a clear and accurate picture of the 
notion; therefore the name of these approaches must reflect what they are like and 
what they do, not what they are not like, or what they cannot do. Thus, he asserts
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that the most distinguishing feature of alternative assessments must be their 
congruence with language learning goals, and the way they assess these goals.
Brown and Hudson (1998) reviewed literature on alternative assessments and 
came up with the following list of most general characteristics that distinguish them 
from traditional forms of assessment. They
1. require students to perform, create, produce, or do something;
2. use real-world contexts or simulations;
3. are non-intrusive in that they extend the day-to-day classroom activities;
4. allow students to be assessed on what they normally do in class every day;
5. use tasks that represent meaningful instructional activities;
6. focus on processes as well as products;
7. tap into higher level thinking and problem-solving skills;
8. provide information about both the strengths and weaknesses of students;
9. are multiculturally sensitive when properly administered;
10. ensure that people, not machines, do the scoring, using human judgement;
11. encourage open disclosure of standards and rating criteria; and
12. call upon teachers to perform new instructional and assessment roles (p. 
654 -  655).
Given all these characteristics of alternative assessments, which contribute to 
their being more advantageous than the traditional standardised tests, it is not 
surprising that more and more language educators are becoming proponents of 
non-traditional types of assessment. The number of language educators who 
would like to implement alternative assessments in practice is increasing 
(Brindley, 1989).
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One form of alternative assessment that has received attention from language 
educators and researchers' is that of self-assessment. Self-assessment procedures are 
favoured primarily because they provide learners’ greater involvement in the 
language assessment process, and they help to eliminate some undesirable factors 
such as debilitative anxiety and all-or-nothing consequences that standardised tests 
are fraught with (Goodbody, 1993; LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985; Tudor, 1996).
The application of self-assessment practices has been justified on a number of 
grounds. Oscarson (1989) argues that self-assessment could bring several benefits to 
the learning process such as (a) learners’ increased self-consciousness when they 
should be able to reflect on what and how they have been doing in pursuing their 
language goals, and how they can improve their learning. Through self-assessment 
learners may become aware of the language learning contexts and strategies that 
work best for them; (b) an alleviation to the assessment burden by generating shared 
responsibility and ownership, thus partially freeing teachers from carrying the 
assessment load on their own. This in turn will allow teachers undertake a more 
close attention to other important areas, namely materials and teaching; (c) a 
promotion of the learning process when students through self-assessment practices 
will have an opportunity to make judgements on their own progress and achievement 
in communicative skills. That every student has to make these judgements at one 
time or another is an indispensable part of learning process. And this in turn may 
stimulate improved attitudes and increased motivation toward learning; (d) a 
widened spectrum of assessment. It may be argued that learners are more able to 
appreciate self-assessment than any other external source, since it is their own 
assessment. As far as affective factors related to language learning such as attitudes.
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motivation, willingness and courage to use the language are concerned self- 
assessment may be more beneficial than external assessors’ feedback since it leads to 
taking control over one’s own learning; (e) a facilitation and an improvement of 
students’ goal setting by helping learners to see, generate and adjust their learning 
goals and objectives including those for future independent learning. In this way the 
learners may be in a position to better influence their own learning; and (f) a positive 
after-course influence. The ability to monitor and assess one’s own progress as an 
autonomous learner is deemed very important and necessary, since language learning 
is not limited by the boundaries of a formal language teaching course.
To this list should be added some other important benefits self-assessment 
can give to the learner. It can help students identify effective language learning 
strategies and materials (McNamara & Dean, 1995). Moreover, through self- 
assessment students can realise that language learning is different from other courses 
of study, its primary objective being performance in the language, not knowledge 
about the language (Harris, 1997). Self-assessment can potentially generate a 
positive washback by generating learner autonomy (Bailey, 1996). Washback is 
postulated as “the effect of testing on instruction” (Bachman, 1990, p.283). This 
positive washback, for instance, may also demonstrate itself in greater learner 
responsibility for learning.
Additionally, self-assessment could help both teachers and learners to choose 
more effective teaching and learning methods and materials. Since self-assessment 
involves a reflective component, it might strongly raise learners’ awareness of 
themselves as knowledge-seeking beings (Harris, 1997; Tudor, 1996). Self- 
assessment may positively affect not only learners’ ability to assess their own
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language abilities but also their ability to consciously approach their own cognitive 
abilities. Learners themselves become the main source of feedback in self- 
assessment.
Another support for the applications of self-assessment might be the fact that 
it is a continuous assessment (Gardner, 1996). Learners may be provided with 
opportunities to assess themselves at regular intervals, or even on a daily basis. 
Besides, self-assessment can evaluate hard-to-assess constructs such as linguistic and 
cognitive skills in various real-life, outside-of-classroom situations (Nunan, 1988; 
Oscarson, 1989). For example, in self-assessment learners may be asked to assess 
themselves on their pragmatic or sociolinguistic abilities such as proper use of body 
language, rapport building, and register use. Oscarson (1989) even argues that 
affective variables such as attitudes towards, willingness and courage to use the 
target language can be incorporated and measured in self-assessment.
It seems that there can be a number of advantages in self-assessment 
practices. In terms of practicality self-assessment tests can be designed and 
administered relatively quickly, and they may be economically more desirable 
(Delgado et al., 1999; von Elec, 1985). In short, as Taylor (1998) acknowledges, 
self-assessment is a useful way to know about oneself both in the instructional 
settings and in the world at large.
Self-Assessment; Its Forms, Purposes, and Place in Language Testing 
The area of self-assessment has become much discussed in the literature related 
to language assessment. As an increasing number of language programs have 
become, and are becoming student-centred, interest in self-assessment as a form of 
student evaluation has grown. This section will look at self-assessment as a form of
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alternative assessment from different perspectives including its forms, purposes and 
advantages and disadvantages it may have. First different types of self-assessment 
will be discussed, then purposes for which self-assessment can be used will be 
focused on, and finally advantages and disadvantages of self-assessment as they are 
described in the related literature will be explicated.
Classifications of Self-Assessment
Basically self-assessment requires learners to rate their own language abilities 
and skills. It should be mentioned, however, that although self-assessment is 
basically associated with self-ratings, it is not confined to the latter. Self-assessment 
can be of various forms that are discussed later. Self-assessment is a key learning 
strategy that enables students to monitor their language development and relate 
learning to their individual needs (Harris, 1997).
Brown and Hudson (1998) divide self-assessment into three basic types: 
performance self-assessments, comprehension self-assessments, and observation 
self-assessments. Performance self-assessments require the learner to assess his or 
her productive skills, ie., how he or she would perform in a certain language 
situation. A self-rating questionnaire containing language situations and tasks that 
require students to use their productive skills (writing and speaking) would be a form 
of performance self-assessment. In contrast, learners may be asked to assess their 
receptive skills after reading a passage or listening to a piece of oral speech. This 
would be comprehension self-assessment. In other words learners would assess their 
own comprehension abilities. Watching TV news or a video, and rating one's 
comprehension ability would be a form of this type of self-assessment. Quite 
different from this, learners may be required to assess their own past performance in
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completing a linguistic task. For instance they would watch a videotape of their role- 
play or listen to a piece of their own oral discourse recorded on an audio-cassette, 
and then decide how good their performances were. This last type of self-assessment 
would be observation self-assessment, since learners would observe their own 
linguistic behaviour and assess it.
Other researchers have used different criteria for classifying self-assessment 
procedures. Tudor (1996) groups self-assessments according to generality and 
specificity of abilities being assessed. He divides all self-assessment procedures 
into two types: global self-assessment, and task-based self-assessment. Global self- 
assessment aims to measure learners’ more general language abilities, and is closely 
tied with their general goal setting and orientations. Task-based self-assessment, on 
the other hand, aims to measure learners’ more specific, context-related language 
skills, and is closely tied with particular, task-based goals. Global self-assessment is 
usually administered at the beginning of a language program. Conversely, task- 
based self-assessment is normally done during a language program.
Self-assessment procedures may be pre- and post-facto (MacIntyre et al., 
1997). Pre-facto self-assessment is administered before some external measurement 
such as a standardised test or examination including teachers’ assessment. There may 
be different ways to use pre-facto self-assessment procedures. Learners can, for 
example, assess their own language progress by completing self-assessment 
checklists; or even test questions from previous years can be used for self-assessment 
purposes. In the present study a pre-facto self-assessment procedure was used: the 
subjects rated their linguistic skills prior to their achievement tests. Another form of
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pre-facto self-assessment would be when learners try to predict their own 
performance in an upcoming test.
Post-facto self-assessment is administered after an external measurement. 
Blanche (1990) used a form of post-facto self-assessment procedure in his study.
The subjects were asked to rate themselves on how they performed on a standardised 
test after they took it.
Self-assessment procedures can also be divided into norm-referenced and 
criterion referenced self-assessments. In a norm-referenced self-assessment, learners 
assess their abilities in comparison to others. Most studies on self-assessment have 
used descriptive general proficiency benchmarks, when participants rated their 
general language abilities. A criterion self-assessment, on the contrary, requires 
learners to assess themselves against specific criteria such as the course objectives of 
a particular language program (Blanche, 1990; Ross, 1998). The present study 
represents a case where a criterion-referenced self-assessment was used.
Techniques of Self-Assessment
Different techniques are used in self-assessments. Examples of some self- 
assessment techniques are given in Dickinson (1996), O’Malley and Pierce (1996), 
and Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1996), They include learner-prepared self- 
assessment, self-assessment checklists, informal self-assessment devices, and learner 
record keeping procedures.
Learner-Prepared Self-Assessment
Learner-prepared self-assessments are tests prepared by learners. Students 
use them with others or with themselves after a time lapse. They may include 
comprehension questions, self-assessment of composition writing, and self-
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monitoring. Students prepare questions on the pattern of published materials. The 
questions can be answered by the learner himself or by others after a lapse of time. 
Compositions, essays, and other continuous written materials such as journals and 
diaries can be assessed by peers or learners themselves (Dickinson, 1996; Harris, 
1997; Oscarson. 1989). Self-monitoring is the process in which each learner checks 
his performance against an internal or an external model and regulates aspects of it to 
move closer to the model.
Self-Assessment Checklists
Check-lists consist of tests containing a list of tasks or questions to which 
learners are asked to respond. To give but one example is a questionnaire asking 
students to rate their level of proficiency in the four skills of listening, reading, 
speaking and writing on a certain-point scale. Many more forms of check-lists can 
be found in Lewkowicz and Moon (1985).
Informal Self-Assessment Devices
Informal self-assessment devices are those self-assessments which learners 
develop and employ to test their degree of success in real life encounters and 
situations. They include things like assessing the success of an oral communication 
in terms of the responses of an interlocutor's facial expression, making an estimate of 
the level of reading proficiency by attempting to read a newspaper, estimating one's 
level of listening comprehension by viewing video-films or listening to the radio and 
audio recordings (Gardner, 1996; Oscarson, 1989).
Learner Record-Keeping Self-Assessment
Learner record keeping procedures imply that some form of assessment and 
monitoring has been done in the learner's recent past, and the process of making a
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record of the material covered can include a self-appraisal scheme. McNamara and 
Deane (1995) offer three forms of record keeping: letter writing, a daily language 
learning log, and a portfolio. Smolen et al. (1995) mention learner's goal cards as a 
self-assessment record keeping tool.
Self-Assessment Purposes
Self-assessment as a type of measurement instrument can be used for 
different purposes. It can be used for the purposes of determining learners' language 
proficiency, for placement purposes, ie., making decisions about placing learners into 
different levels of language instruction, for diagnostic purposes, ie., for detecting 
learners' strengths and weaknesses, as well as for language achievement purposes, 
ie., for evaluating learners' achievement in their language learning, as this study is 
interested in (Dickinson, 1996; Harris, 1997).
Self-assessment may be used for both summative and formative purposes. 
Summative decisions are made at the end of a language program or a course.
Usually learners are given little choice to judge whether to take a summative test or 
not. However, where they are allowed to evaluate their readiness for a test or an 
examination, self-assessment may serve to provide information about the 
effectiveness of learning to the learner. By giving them responsibility and some 
decision making opportunity self-assessment mechanisms will assist in developing 
learner autonomy (Dickinson, 1996).
Self-assessment procedures can be used in the preparation for a public 
examination for certification (Oscarson, 1989). Learners may use self-assessment 
tests to determine their readiness for formal tests. For this purpose they can use tests 
from past years. Learners can also construct their own self-check tests, although it is
22
not uncommon for learners to use tests designed by others (Dickinson, 1996). There 
have been major attempts to use self-assessment for placement purposes (in the 
University of Ottawa it proved so successful that it has been retained as a sole 
placement instrument (LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985)). In this capacity it has a 
certification element about it, and therefore it may be acceptable in some 
instructional situations.
Self-assessment for formative purposes, ie., the purposes of obtaining 
feedback, has a wider scope of application. It can be used as diagnostic tool or a tool 
for determining the learner's achievement (Dickinson, 1996; Harris, 1997; Oscarson, 
1989).
The most appropriate place for self-assessment seems to be for achievement 
and diagnostic purposes (Dickinson, 1996; Oscarson, 1989). Achievement tests are 
tests that are closely related to the objectives of a particular course, and they measure 
learners' achievement of these objectives (Brown, 1996; Dickinson, 1996; Hughes, 
1989). There two kinds of achievement tests: final achievement tests held at the end 
of a language program, and progress achievement test administered during a 
language program (Hughes, 1989). The primary purpose of progress achievement 
tests is to provide feedback about learners’ language development (Dickinson, 1996). 
Students can review and assess their own progress at regular intervals (at the end of a 
unit, or a group of units, for instance), and can reflect on their performance (Harris, 
1998).
Diagnostic testing is the other area where self-assessment fits well 
(Dickinson, 1996; Harris, 1997). Self-assessment procedures used for diagnostic 
purposes can help to detect the areas learners most need to work on. Students with
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diverse cultural and academic backgrounds may often be found in ESL or EFL 
programs. In addition to finding out about these learner differences, instructors and 
program administrators can learn about students’ needs and abilities by means of 
self-assessment, and then adjust or amend instructional priorities and orientations 
(Harris, 1997).
Validity, Reliability and Objectivity of Self-Assessment
Although self-assessment may have many advantages over traditional 
standardised tests, its application in the language assessment process can only be 
firmly established if it is able to demonstrate the basic parameters required of any 
measuring tool: adequate validity and reliability in gauging learners’ linguistic 
behaviour. Those who reject the appropriateness of self-assessment use alongside 
with/or instead of other standardised tests question its validity, reliability and 
objectivity. Their concerns are built on the belief that individuals have a tendency to 
be lenient and are not objective enough in their self-analysis to provide self-reports 
(Delgado et al., 1999; Dickinson, 1996).
The requirements of validity and reliability must be demonstrated in order for 
a measuring instrument to be a good one (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer,
1996; Brown, 1996; Davies, 1990; Hughes, 1989). “Reliability is often defined as 
consistency of measurement” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p.l9). This means that a 
reliable measuring instrument will consistently produce the same results if it is 
administered time and again. In regard to self-assessment the question is “Is self- 
assessment reliable in producing consistent measurements?” This can be illustrated 
by the learner assessing his or her own comprehension of the same movie or the 
same piece of his or her speaking performance in the target language today and a
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week later. If provided with the same criteria while assessing his or her own 
performance, his self-assessment will not be too different on these two occasions 
(Huerta-Macias, 1995).
Validity is an important property of a measurement instrument. “The validity 
is ... a degree to which a test measures what it claims, or purports to be measuring” 
(Brown, 1996, p.231). Thus, validity of an assessment tool reflects its truthfulness, 
ie., how truly it can measure the learners’ ability under observation (Bachman & 
Palmer, 1996). As far as this notion is applied to self-assessment, the question to ask 
is “Can self-assessment possibly measure what it is supposed to measure?” As Kirk 
and Miller (1986) asserted, that "a measuring instrument in the best of worlds is so 
closely related to the concept under observation that it evidently tends to provide 
valid information" (as cited in Huerta-Macias, 1995, p.9). In other words, a 
measuring instrument that requires assessment of language use and tasks that learners 
have to deal with or are likely to encounter is thought to be valid. Self-assessment 
has the potential to be truly reflective of this best world since it has the capacity of 
sampling the learning experience and authentic tasks that learners have to tackle in 
life (Gardner, 1996; Heilenman, 1990; Nunan, 1988). Moss (1994) even argues that 
although standardised assessment is encouraged because it is a requirement for 
reliability, which is a necessary condition for validity, contextualized and non- 
standardized (alternative) assessment can tell more about the learner’s ability than 
decontextualized tests, and validity can be achieved without reliability. Self- 
assessment can be more interpretative on the learner’s language behaviour than the 
standardised test because it can reflect not only to what extent his or her particular
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behaviour was produced (product of behaviour) but also how that behaviour was 
developed (process of behaviour) (Rea-Dickins & Germaine, 1996; Tudor, 1996).
Most research on self-assessment has investigated its criterion validity 
(Bailey, 1998). Criterion validity is the extent to which an assessment instrument 
agrees with other measuring instruments whose validity is thought to have been 
established (Bailey, 1998; Hughes, 1989). Since in determining the criterion validity 
of a measuring tool, the degree of its association with other measuring tools than 
itself is investigated, it is also called external validity (Hughes, 1989). In the case of 
self-assessment, its criterion validity can be established by measuring the degree of 
its correspondence with external criteria such as standardised tests and teachers’ 
assessment provided that they are assessing the same construct, that is the same trait 
or the ability.
Another important concern with self-assessment is its being the least 
objective of all measures of human behaviour. An objective measure is a measure 
that is free and not affected by personal judgement and decision. The notion of test 
objectivity is related to its scoring procedure (Hughes, 1989). If the scoring of a test 
is not determined by a personal judgement, the test is thought to be objective 
(Bachman, 1990). Standardised tests consisting of multiple-choice, true-false, and 
matching items are more objective, because the correct answers to and the scoring 
criteria of these items are predetermined, and are not liable to personal human 
decisions and feelings (Brown, 1996). Self-assessment is, on the other hand, a 
subjective judgement since it is based on purely personal opinion and judgement.
The question is “Isn’t self-assessment biased since it is a subjective judgement?” 
Being subjective does not automatically mean that self-assessment cannot produce
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valid and reliable results. One should not confuse objectivity with validity and 
reliability. Moreover, objectivity does not necessarily entail validity and reliability. 
A test can be objective but may lack adequate validity or reliability, or it may be vice 
versa. Oscarson (1989) points out that with an adequate training under a proper 
guidance learners will be able to assess their own abilities to satisfactory levels of 
accuracy. Furthermore, standardised tests often examine the learner’s test 
successfulness, and disregard his ability to cope with real life, authentic tasks and 
situations (Huerta-Macias, 1995). Self-assessment, on the other hand, taps into the 
learner’s real-life successfulness (Heilenman, 1990). Besides, it is the learner who 
ultimately decides on how much he or she is content with his or her ability to cope 
with real-life situations. In this sense, self-assessment is more domain representative 
than standardised tests (von Elec, 1985). Learners are more knowledgable about 
their competence in various real-life situations than any standardised test that can 
only sample a small range of tasks to be performed can reveal. It should also be 
remembered that the objectivity and subjectivity of language tests are all relative. 
There are no absolutely objective tests. In fact, “ ...language tests are subjective in 
nearly all aspects” since they inevitably involve human decisions throughout the 
process of assessment, from the design of tests to making decisions on test-takers 
based on their test results (Bachman, 1990, p.37). Moreover, as Huerta-Macias 
(1995) stresses there may be biases even with seemingly more valid and reliable, 
objective measurement instruments. She says.
As human, we all have biases, whether we’re aware of them or not. A 
standardised test merely represents agreement among a number of people on 
scoring procedures, format and/or content for that specific test. In other
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words, these individuals are not really objective; they just collectively share 
the same biases (p.lO).
Furthermore, as Tudor (1996) asserts, pay-offs that self-assessment could 
bring to language programs such as raised learner motivation and awareness may 
well outweigh fears and concerns associated with students’ ability to make valid and 
reliable judgments of their own language abilities.
Nevertheless, in spite of all the aforementioned positive benefits self- 
assessment could bring, it can only be accepted as a means for making important 
decisions on learners’ abilities if it can be empirically proven that it is an adequately 
valid and reliable tool. So, the next section will discuss what research has found on 
self-assessment validity and reliability, and factors that may affect it.
Research Findings on Self-Assessment 
This section will discuss some of the research findings on self-assessment. 
First the research on self-assessment in the broader field of education will be looked 
at, and then research on self-assessment in the area of language learning (largely 
English as a second language and/or English as a foreign language) will be 
considered. All along, such important issues of self-assessment as reliability and 
validity will be discussed in the light of the research evidence. Further, factors (both 
external and internal) that can influence learners' self-assessment judgements and 
cause variation in them will also be discussed. Finally, a conclusion with some 
insights gained through the research into self-assessment will be made. 
Self-Assessment in Education
The first studies on self-assessment in the field of education began over half a 
century ago, starting in social sciences including Psychology and History, and
28
spreading later to other spheres of education such as Sciences and Medicine, and 
eventually finding its way into language assessment research. As researchers’ 
interest in self-assessment grew, more studies have been carried out in recent years 
(Palchikov & Boud, 1989; Ross, 1998). The main concern of the research on self- 
assessment has been issues pertaining to its reliability and validity, ie., the accuracy 
of self-assessment in relation to more objective external scores such as teachers' 
grades and test performance results. The conclusions of these studies vary.
Metz, Caccamise, and Gustafson (1997) conducted a study on self-assessment 
among 231 young adults who were deaf or hard of hearing. They found a good 
concord between self-assessment and formal tests. The contingency coefficients 
between the self-assessments of sign language skill and communication language 
skill and the corresponding formal tests were C = .726 and C = .659 respectively, 
indicating to a high degree of association. Both correlations were statistically 
significant.
However, Stallings and Tascione (1996), in their trial study on self- 
assessment as a tool for assessing high school students’ mathematical abilities, found 
that students may interpret differently even common self-assessment criteria. For 
example, some students may give more importance to effort spent on completing the 
task, whereas other students may give more weighing to the product or its quality. 
This discrepancy in learner attitude may lower self-assessment congruence with 
external criteria (such as teachers’ grades and formal tests) it is being compared with.
Arnold et al. (1985) observed the self-assessment behaviour of 211 
undergraduate Medical students enrolled in the University of Missouri, Kansas over 
four years. They found that as students progressed year by year the concert between
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their self-assessment grades and their docents’ (physician- teacher) assessment 
steadily decreased. Even in the first year, when self-assessment was introduced, the 
correlation did not exceed the middle .20’s. These researchers also found that the 
rural students were more accurate in their self-assessment than their urban peers.
Palchikov and Boud (1989) analysed 48 quantitative studies including those 
conducted in the area of SLA/EFL and found that the overall picture of the degree of 
conformity of self-assessment to external criteria such as teacher evaluations, test 
scores, and course grades was one of good agreement. It was also revealed that the 
more advanced and proficient students were in their content area, to the greater 
degree they were able to agree to their teachers' grades. In their analysis, these 
researchers also discovered that self-assessment tools might demonstrate different 
degrees of accuracy in different disciplines. They concluded that the field of science 
with its more rigid and less ambiguous standards and more precise criteria tends to 
be more favourable to self-assessment in terms of accuracy. This assumption was 
confirmed in the meta-analysis carried out by the above-mentioned researchers. 
(Meta-analysis is an analysis of a number of research findings across numerous 
studies, and it includes all quantitative studies irrespective of their research qualities).
An interesting finding in their analysis was the fact that the nature of criteria 
used in self-assessment techniques could affect the outcomes of self-assessment. 
Criteria that were set up with student participation had a tendency to yield a greater 
accuracy. Student shared criteria such as agreed criteria (when students and faculty 
together supplied and discussed it), student criteria (criteria provided by students), 
and student justification (students gave reasons for their own self-assessment) 
brought about higher correlations with external judgements.
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Other researchers (Brown, Fulkerson, Vedder, & Ware, 1983; Newman,
1984; as cited in Wright & Houck, 1995) also found that students are generally likely 
to assess their academic abilities accurately. Johnston, Morrison, and Sharp (1971; 
as cited in Hamp-Lyons, 1991) found that high school students’ self-assessment of 
their knowledge in the topics on a chemistry test were correlated to their test scores. 
Hodgson and Cramer (1977; as cited in Wright & Houck, 1995) and Wright and 
Houck (1995) too found that the students tended to assess their own levels in 
mathematical and verbal abilities accurately. However, in assessing their 
mathematical abilities, males were relatively more accurate than females. Some 
research findings (Lawrence & Brown, 1976; Wilson & Daniel, 1988; as cited in 
Wright & Houck, 1995) indicate that there is a clear relationship between students’ 
socioeconomic backgrounds and their self-assessment. According to these findings 
learners with lower socioeconomic backgrounds tended to be less accurate in their 
self-assessments than students coming from higher socioeconomic classes. 
Self-Assessment in Language Learning
Research on self-assessment in language learning including ESL/EFL started 
relatively later than in other areas of education. The first studies were carried out in 
the 1970's, investigating self-assessment as a part of learners’ beliefs and in relation 
with their language attitudes. Gardner and Lambert (1972), Oiler, Baca, and Vigil 
(1977) were the pioneers in using self-assessment as a variable in their studies.
Gardner and Lambert (1972; as cited in Oiler & Perkins, 1978), in a number 
of successive studies involving 561 American high school students learning French 
in the states of Louisiana, Maine and Connecticut, registered the mean correlation 
between students’ self-assessment and cooperative French tests (with Reading,
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Vocabulary, and Grammar subsections) across language areas equalling .10. Oiler 
et al. (1977; as cited in Oiler & Perkins, 1978) examined 60 native speakers of 
Spanish learning English in the southwestern part of the USA as to their ability to 
self-assess. They found that the correlations between the self-assessment of 
proficiency in English and the scores on the tests were 0.33 and 0.37. As can be seen 
from this early evidence, self-assessment of language proficiency was not proving to 
be reliable and valid enough an instrument.
In 1963 the Council of Europe's Modern Languages Project (MLP) was 
initiated, in which self-assessment played an important part. The goals of the MLP 
were to promote language teaching and learning in European countries (Tudor,
1996). As it placed greater emphasis on a learner-centred and motivation-based 
learning, the project promoted, as Trim (as cited in Tudor, 1996) described,".. .anti­
authoritarian [and which encouraged] individual initiative and responsibility in the 
exercise of choice of objectives and methods, and self-assessment in the monitoring 
of progress and performance" (p.47). Within the framework of this project, Oscarson 
(1978; as cited in Tudor, 1996) was the first to conduct research in which students' 
self-assessment accuracy was the major focus. He conducted research (as cited in 
Peirce et al., 1993) among immigrant learners of Swedish at the University of 
Goteborg, whose self-assessment correlated with their instructors’ assessment at .60, 
and with formal tests at .50, both significant.
In order to elicit worthwhile data on learners' language behaviour, a test must 
be reliable and valid. Only a test that meets these criteria is recommended for use 
(Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Brown, 1996; Davies, 1990; Hughes, 
1989). Therefore, a vast majority of the studies into self-assessment in EFL/ESL
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have concentrated on the relationship between self-assessment and external 
estimates.
Studies on Reliability and Validity of Self-Assessment
Probably one of the most comprehensive analyses of the studies on self- 
assessment was done by Ross (1998). His meta-analysis of 10 previous key studies 
containing 60 correlations in self-assessment revealed that the correlations between 
self-assessment and external criteria such as teachers' grades and test scores were 
statistically significant. The average correlation for 60 self-assessments was .63. At 
the same time it was found out that learners were less accurate assessing their 
productive skills (speaking and writing) compared to their receptive skills (listening 
and reading).
Ross (1998) also conducted his own study involving 250 learners of beginner 
and elementary levels of English enrolled in a language training course at a large 
Japanese electronics company. The learners’ self-assessment of their language skills 
correlated significantly with the learners’ achievement test scores. The correlation 
values ranged from .39 to .50. The teachers’ assessment of the learners’ language 
ability also correlated significantly with the achievement test scores (The correlation 
values were slightly higher than in the case of the students’ self-assessment). The 
results of his study confirmed that self-assessment typically provided adequate 
concurrent validity, ie., there was good agreement between self-assessment and 
such external criteria as instructors' evaluation of learners' abilities and learners' 
scores in standardised tests.
Delgado et al. (1999) conducted research on self-assessment among eighty 
bilingual Hispanic college students (35 males and 45 females, mean age = 19.4
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years) in the University of Texas at El Paso. The subjects evaluated their own 
Spanish and English language skills before and after the administration of the 
Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey, which provided an objective measure of these 
skills. The self-assessments were more accurate for Spanish than for English. The 
mean correlations were .50 for Spanish (statistically significant at p < .01), and .13 
for English (not significant) before the administration of the standardised test, and 
.64 for Spanish (statistically significant, p < .01), and .28 for English (statistically 
significant, p < .05) after the formal test. These researchers also found that the 
students’ self-assessment of their reading-writing and oral skills for Spanish were 
fairly reliable, their self-assessment of reading-writing ability for English somewhat 
less reliable, and their self-assessment of oral abilities for English unreliable.
Another relatively recent study focusing on the validity of self-reported 
language proficiencies is that conducted by Shameem (1998). 35 teenage Indo- 
Fijians residing in Wellington, New Zeeland were asked to rate their proficiency in 
Fiji Hindi (preliterate and perceived as a lower-status, less useful language than 
English). The findings reported strong correlations between performance test and 
self-reported data (Spearman correlation coefficient was around .68). However, the 
subjects tended to overestimate their oral abilities.
MacIntyre et al. (1997), in a study involving 37 students, whose first 
language was English, and enrolled in a French course in the first year of a university 
in Canada (29 women and 8 men, with varied levels of proficiency in L2), 
investigated relationships between students' self-assessments and task-performed 
results. They found that the scores obtained in two different methods correlated
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significantly positively; ie., there was a strong association between them (the 
correlations ranging from .62 for speaking to .66 for reading).
An interesting study on self-assessment accuracy (since it looked into the 
self-assessment behaviour of a group of agents of US Security Forces) was carried 
out by Scott et al. (1996). They analysed the self-reported language abilities of 67 
learners of Spanish, of whom 20 were CIA employees, 15 FBI special agents, 11 FBI 
support staff, and 10 members of the Houston Police Department, in summarising 
and writing in translation, and compared them with their actual test performance.
The results were that there were moderate to high correlations between self- 
assessment and test performance.
As was mentioned earlier self-assessment has been used for different 
purposes. Goodbody (1993) reported on a self-assessment questionnaire used 
alongside with tests of reading and writing, and an interview for placement purposes 
in a pre-sessional course at the University of Bath. Twenty-eight students of 
different courses (undergraduate, postgraduate, and doctoral), of whom 15 were men, 
and 13 women coming from 16 different countries, participated in the study. The 
outcomes were that there was a significant agreement amongst these three methods 
of assessment (11% of the self-assessment scores were identical to the teachers' 
grades, and 64% of self-assessment scores and teachers' grades were within one point 
of each other). The use of a self-assessment procedure resulted in a decreased 
number of misplacements in the program.
There have been few studies conducted in an entirely EFL setting. Of the 
studies reviewed by Blanche & Merino (1989) and Ross (1998) only four were 
carried out in EFL settings. Buck's (1992) research is one involving a relatively
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large number of EFL learners. 220 college students enrolled in a number of Japanese 
universities and colleges in Osaka were able to self-assess their listening and reading 
skills to a moderately positive degree of association with external assessment 
counterparts (r >.50 in all correlations).
Most of the research on self-assessment asserts that the more competent a 
learner is in the target language the less he or she is prone to make misjudgements 
about their language abilities (Blanche & Merino, 1989; Heilenman, 1990; Janssen- 
van Dieten, 1989; Peirce et al., 1993). This might be because more advanced 
learners have, as a rule, lengthier experience with the target language, and therefore 
they are aware of possible difficulties and pitfalls in mastering it. Moreover, it is 
normally less incremental and more difficult to make a move up in higher levels of 
language competency than in lower levels (Blue, 1988).
However, this is not the case in the study carried out by Milleret et al. (1991). 
12 students coming from 4 different American Universities took part in a 6 week 
intensive Portuguese language course in Brazil. They had different lengths of prior 
language experience. The results indicated that there were significant positive 
correlations between self-assessment and other external performances at the 
beginning of the course (r = .78 in the interview section, and r = .75 in the 
proficiency test section). However, there was no significant correlation between self- 
assessment and other scores at the end of the course. This could imply, as the 
researchers concluded, that the learners were less likely to make objective 
assessment of their own language abilities at the end of intensive courses than at the 
beginning. Unfortunately, the researchers do not give an explanation why this 
happened. Also it was found that the participants tended to assess their abilities in
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grammar more accurately, and less so their communicative abilities. The alarming 
finding was that the students failed to make any meaningful judgement about their 
cultural competency (since one of the prime purposes of short intensive abroad 
programs is to give learners rich and first-hand cultural experience), ie., there was 
virtually no correlation whatsoever between student perceived cultural competency 
and actual knowledge of culture.
Another research finding that supports the reliability and validity of self- 
assessment, although not so convincingly (the mean correlation value being weaker 
at r = .33) was a study conducted by Heilenman (1990). The researcher stated that 
the given value of correlation was significant. In her study, 232 students of French 
attending the first six semesters of language study at the University of Iowa, were 
able to assess their language ability with moderately significant but relatively low 
accuracy against their course grades. 98 of them were first year, 91 second year, and 
43 third year students, 96 % of whom less than 30 in age, 62 % female, and 36 % 
male (2% no report) having had from none to 7 tears of previous language 
experience. The researcher concluded, in the light of her findings, that self- 
assessment can be accurate as a tool to measure learners’ linguistic abilities.
Another convincing support for self-assessment as being a more or less 
objective tool of assessment comes from Blanche & Merino (1989). In a review of 
the previous studies on self-assessment, they summed up the research literature that 
had gone before them in terms of research design quality, parameters and 
characteristics measured and assessed. The conclusions they came to were that the 
majority of the studies on self-assessment displayed robust and plausible evidence as 
to the reliability and validity of self-assessment (correlation values of self­
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assessment with objective measuring tools such as standardised tests and teachers’ 
estimates of language proficiency ranging from .50 to .60 are common, and higher 
ones are not uncommon). They also found in their analysis that two particular 
language areas where learners consistently tended to be less accurate in their self­
appraisal were pronunciation and grammar. Thus they concluded that most learners 
would be likely to find it easier to assess their purely communicative skills.
Bachman and Palmer (1989) too observed in their research an adequate 
reliability and validity of self-assessment. The participants in their study were 116 
nonnative English speakers residing in the Salt Lake City area, in age from 17 to 67 
(median age was 23), from 36 countries with 18 different mother tongues. 73 of 
them were university students, 20 high school students, and 12 non-students. Two 
sets of measures were compared: one was a self-assessment procedure of 
communicative abilities, and the other standardised tests of communicative skills. 
The findings unequivocally showed that self-assessment could be a valid and reliable 
instrument of measuring learners’ language and communicative abilities.
In an earlier study, the same researchers, Bachman and Palmer (1981) 
investigated the relationships between self-rating tests and two other, objective 
scoring methods, interviews and translations. The participants (75 native Mandarin 
Chinese speakers from Taiwan, who were residing in Illinios) completed self-rating 
questionnaires, and took four different tests of external measures: two interviews 
(oral and reading) and two translations (oral and reading). Most of the subjects were 
university students (n = 61); the rest were their spouses. The findings indicated that 
the self-ratings significantly correlated with the results obtained in the other two 
methods.
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There are many more studies that corroborated relative reliability and validity 
of self-assessment procedures (eg., Oscarson 1978; von Elec, 1981, 1982, 1985). 
Another study which is worth mentioning not only because of a fairly large number 
of subjects but also the implications it led to is that conducted by LeBlanc and 
Painchaud (1985). 878 students enrolled in the first year at the University of Ottawa 
participated in their study. Self-rating questionnaires were used as a data source in 
addition to standardised tests for placing students in different instructional levels at 
the Centre for second Language Learning. The self-assessment questionnaires took 
barely 20 minutes to complete in comparison to 100 minutes that was spent in 
completing the standardised test. The findings indicated a strong correlation (r = .80) 
between the self-assessment and the proficiency tests. In fact the, results were so 
convincing for the program administrators that from the following year on self- 
assessment questionnaires were adopted as a sole instrument for placement purposes. 
Moreover, the number of misplacements dropped from 15.7%, when students were 
placed on the basis of standardised tests, to 12.8%, when students were placed on the 
basis of the self-rating questionnaires. In other words, fewer students felt that they 
had been misplaced at an instructional level when the placement decisions had been 
made on the basis of self-assessment (perceived proficiency).
However, this account of self-assessment would be incomplete and biased if 
the cases which observed self-assessment failing to be an accurate measurement 
instrument are not mentioned. There were several studies (although fewer than those 
which were supportive to self-assessment) that yielded low or very low association 
values of self-assessment with extraspective (external, objective, other than self- 
assessment) indicators. Among these, the studies conducted by Blanche (1990), Blue
39
(1988), Janssen-van Dieten (1989), Oiler and Perkins (1978), Peirce et al. (1993) can 
be mentioned. More can be found in Blanche and Merino (1989) and Ross (1998).
Peirce et al. (1993) investigated the ability of 500 Grade 8 students in two 
different French immersion programs (in Toronto, Canada) to make self-perceived 
judgements of language abilities. They found that in general there were weak 
correlations between self-assessment and external measures of language proficiency 
represented by standardised tests of French. All the correlation values (Kendall's 
tau-C) were less than .25, at p < .001. The students of both programs, ‘early’ 
immersion (those who started immersion in French instruction at an earlier age, and 
by the time the study began had accumulated a considerable amount of input time) 
and ‘middle’ immersion (those who started immersion in French instructions at a 
relatively later age, and had accumulated only about half as much input as the ‘early’ 
immersion students) overrated themselves in receptive skills compared to productive 
ones. In other words they tended to inflate their listening and reading abilities 
comparing with those of speaking and writing. The researchers concluded that in 
their study, self-assessment of middle school students displayed weak correlations 
with tested proficiency performances. These correlations were much weaker than 
those of adults found in other studies.
Janssen-van Dieten (1989) conducted her research in Holland with 730 adult 
learners of Dutch, who ranged in age from 16 to 63, and were from 73 different 
countries in origin, with 56 different languages as their mother tongue. 37.8% of 
them were females, and 61.5% males. With such a big subject pool, the researcher 
found rather low correlations of self-assessment with more objective criteria 
(although the highest correlation was .69, and the lowest .09, in most other cases
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they were low) such as proficiency and C-tests, which she purported to be rather 
inadequate for self-assessment to be a valid and reliable measure of actual language 
ability.
Blanche and Merino (1989), in their review of the previous research, 
observed that low associations of self-assessment with other parallel but more 
objective scores were registered in several studies. They report of studies (Anderson, 
1982; Blanche, 1986; Ferguson, 1978) that revealed nonsignificant relations between 
learners’ self-assessment and their performance in objective language tests. The 
reviewers also speculated that learners’ age, level of cognitive development, the 
length of formal instruction, personality differences, test task types, and curriculum 
specificities may affect self-assessment reliabilities and accuracies.
Another study that questioned the accuracy of self-assessment was that 
conducted by Blanche (1990). In his investigation, the learners used a self- 
assessment procedure continuously over 18 weeks. Self-assessment in this study was 
used as a tool to monitor the learners’ language learning progress and achievement. 
Each week the subjects (43 US citizens studying French, with an age range of 18 to 
43, coming from 19 different states, and 24 of them holding a Bachelor's degree, 14 
the equivalent of a Master's degree. The group included four African Americans, 
three Mexican Americans, and one person from the Virgin Islands. The subjects 
(75% were males) were administered standardised progress achievement tests. 
Concurrently with the progress achievement tests, the subjects rated their own test 
performance in these achievement tests. This prolonged assessment experiment 
yielded nonsignificant correlations between learners' self-assessment and external 
scores (r = -. 15 between self-assessment and Achievement Test B, and r = -.20
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between self-assessment and Achievement Test C). Many of the subjects had 
difficulty in judging their mastery of grammar. However, the learners in his study 
graded their performance immediately after taking standardised achievement tests.
In fact, his study addressed the question “How well did I perform in the exam?”, and 
not the question “How much or how closely have I achieved the goals and objectives 
that I am supposed to have reached?”
Blue (1988) in his study found that students attending the pre-sessional 
courses of English at the University of Southampton were not very precise in 
estimating their own language abilities. 117 students of 39 different nationalities 
following graduate courses for various subject areas, and thus for the exact purpose 
of EAP (English for academic purposes), filled in self-assessment questionnaires 
twice; at the beginning and at the end of a pre-sessional English language course. 
Instructors' grades were used as an external criterion. The results showed that there 
was weak association between the students' self-assessment and instructors' estimates 
of the students' language skills (Goodman-Kruskal's correlation = .32). Moreover, 
the subjects were relatively less accurate in evaluating their literacy skills (reading 
and writing).
It is legitimate to ask why there is such a discrepancy in the findings of the 
research on self-assessment. There in no one correct answer. There can be many 
underlying factors that may affect self-assessment accuracies. One attempt to 
account for the research contradictions was made by Blanche and Merino (1989). 
They purported that the learner's Monitor could be interplaying with his or her self- 
assessment abilities. They adopted Krashen's (1980) Monitor Model to explain 
perturbations in self-assessment. According to this model there are two systems that
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interplay while learning a second language. One is responsible for the learner’s 
acquiring a second language naturally as it is done while developing first language 
skills, whereas the other functions for the learner’s conscious learning (monitoring) 
of the second language. This model hypothesises that," adult linguistic production is 
made possible by the acquired system, with the learned system acting only as a 
Monitor. The monitor, when conditions permit, inspects and sometimes alters the 
output of the acquired" (p.213). The researchers speculate that different learners 
make use of their monitor to different degrees, some, in extreme cases, using it most 
of the time (those who overuse their monitor), others almost never using it (those 
who underuse their monitor). As a consequence, the degree to which and the way 
that learners use monitor may affect their self-assessment behaviour. When a 
Monitor is used to self-check the learner’s linguistic output, ie., what he or she 
produces (productive skills), it may influence the learner’s appraisal of their own 
productive skills (writing or speaking) to a lesser or greater degree depending on 
whether the learner is liable to overuse or underuse his or her monitor.
Consequently, learners who filter their linguistic production through the conscious 
control of their monitor may tend to be more critical of their own productive skills, 
whereas learners who do not use or make little use of their monitor may tend to be 
overconfident of their language abilities. Thus, the researchers explain, Krashen’s 
Monitor theory may account for observed self-assessment aberrations.
Several other factors that affected self-assessment accuracies were observed 
in studies in which self-assessment procedures were employed (Bachman & Palmer, 
1989; Blanche &. Merino, 1989; Blue, 1988; Janssen-van Dieten, 1989; Heilenman, 
1990; MacIntyre et al., 1997; Mori, 1999; Onwuengbuzie et al., 1999; Peirce et al..
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1993; Ross, 1998). In these studies it was found that self-assessment may be 
influenced, as any other type of performance, by such non-language variables as 
affective factors, learner differences, and self-assessment test characteristics.
Some studies (MacIntyre et al., 1997; Onwuengbuzie et al., 1999) indicate 
that there is a negative association between language anxiety and self-assessment 
accuracy. In other words, learners with higher language anxiety tended to 
underestimate their perceived proficiency, whereas learners with lower language 
anxiety tended to overestimate their language ability. Onwuengbuzie et al. (1999) 
found significant negative correlation between learners’ (the number of participants 
= 210) perceived language anxiety and three factors; perceived scholastic 
competence (self-assessed scholastic competence), perceived self-worth, and 
learners’ expectations of their overall achievement in foreign language courses (self- 
assessment of language abilities). MacIntyre et al. (1997) also found that moderately 
strong and negative correlations between learners’ self-rated language proficiency 
and learners’ self-judged language anxiety (the average correlation was - .57, with 37 
participants).
Peirce et al. (1993) propose that there is a relationship between self- 
assessment and “locus of control”. They define “locus of control” as the learner's 
conscious control over input being received and output being produced. Applying 
Spolsky's (1989) Language Condition 9, which purports that learners acquiring a 
second language normally develop listening comprehension and reading 
comprehension first, and then speaking and writing skills, and locus of control, the 
researchers attempt to explain the presence of the discrepancies they found in their 
study. In other words, learners will use locus of control to greater degree in
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information being received (listening and reading), and to lesser degree in 
information being produced. Therefore, they tend to be overconfident of their 
receptive skills, and less confident of their productive skills. The students in Peirce 
et al.’s (1993) study rated themselves higher in receptive skills (listening and 
reading) than in productive skills (writing and speaking).
Another group of variables that correlated with self-assessment are 
differences among learners such as learners’ language proficiency and achievement 
level, cultural background, gender. Blanche (1990), Blanche and Merino (1989), 
Heilenman (1990), and Peirce et al. (1993) found that weak students tended to 
overestimate their language abilities, whereas more advanced students were either 
more realistic or they tended to underrate themselves. Blanche (1990) also found 
that average students tended to underestimate themselves.
The length of residence in a country of the target language is another variable 
that seems to influence learners' perceived communicative abilities. Janssen-van 
Dieten (1989) discovered in her study that the longer residence learners had the more 
realistically they perceived their abilities.
One of the learner's major background characteristics is nationality, and one 
can assume that it too has effect on the learner's self-assessment behaviour. And 
indeed. Blue (1988) and Janssen-van Dieten (1989) established that learners with 
different cultural backgrounds displayed different self-assessment tendencies. 
Westerners were usually either more realistic about their abilities or they tended to 
underestimate themselves, whereas non-Westerners tended to overrate themselves.
In the study conducted by Blue (1988), the learners from the Middle East tended to 
overestimate themselves more than learners from other cultures.
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Learners' self-assessments have direct association with their beliefs about 
cognitive processes in general, and about language learning in particular. Mori 
(1999) examined 187 students of various proficiency levels enrolled in a Japanese 
course at two Midwestern state and two Eastern private universities in the USA, and 
found that the learners who believed that learning was doing what teachers say were 
more likely to think that they deserved a good grade in the course. Likewise, 
learners who believed in quick learning of a language tended to overestimate their 
abilities. Moreover, the learners who did not tolerate ambiguity and sought single, 
clear-cut answers in the target language were less likely to expect a high grade in the 
course. In addition, the learners who expected to get a better grade were likely to 
find the language easier.
Furthermore, there may be gender influences on self-assessment accuracy. 
Although not in ESL/EFL, Wright and Houck's (1995) study revealed that self- 
assessment by females of their verbal abilities might be less useful that their 
estimates of their numerical abilities as predictors of their test performances. On the 
other hand, self-assessment by male students might be useful for predicting both their 
verbal and numerical performances in tests. Besides, the males tended to 
overestimate their verbal and numerical skills compared with the females. The 
participants in their study were 222 high school rural Appalachian students (124 of 
them were female, and 98 male).
Self-assessment accuracies may also be contingent on different benchmarks 
used as criteria against which learners estimate themselves. Peirce et al. (1993) 
found that students rated themselves more accurately when the benchmark against 
which they assessed their ability was the difficulty represented by a set of specific
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everyday tasks performed in French than the other benchmark represented by 
perceived language proficiency of francophone peers, ie., when they assessed 
themselves against the hypothesised native French speaker.
Moreover, types of items used in self-assessment may also go some way in 
yielding more or less accurate estimates. LeBlanc and Painchaud (1985) found that 
the more specific the questions were in terms of students' potential needs as language 
users the more accurate they were in self-assessment.
Bachman and Palmer (1989) pointed out in one of the conclusions of their 
study that of the three types of questions used the most effective were the ones which 
asked the participants about their perceived difficulties with various aspects of the 
language. The other two types were 'ability to use trait' questions, and 'recognition of 
input' questions. The former asked the students to rate their ability to use a particular 
trait (' How many English words do you know? '), and the latter asked them to rate 
the degree to which they were able to recognise the trait in input (' Can you tell how 
polite English speaking people are by the kind of English they use? ').
Furthermore, Heilenman (1990) found that there was “a measure of 
acquiescence effect” (a tendency to respond positively regardless of item content) in 
self-assessment questionnaires that could lead to aberrations in accuracy (p. 174). 
Moreover, she argues, that learners may display self-assessment biases by 
interpreting self-rating items and scales differently depending upon their experience 
and proficiency in the target language. For example, more-advanced learners may be 
more aware of difficulties with the target language than less-advanced learners.
Thus, more-advanced learners may tend to underrate themselves, because they are 
more aware of their own weaknesses than less-advanced learners are.
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As can be seen from the research viewed above, self-assessment is a complex 
construct that can be affected by a multitude of moderating and intervening variables. 
Although most of the research on self-assessment says that it is often a reliable and 
valid instrument of measurement, in some cases and settings its reliability and 
validity can be greatly undermined. This may happen due to various reasons. Some 
learners may need training in self-assessment before they can make sound 
judgements about their language abilities. Such individual characteristics as learners' 
cultural affiliations, the level of their language proficiency, the length of experience 
with the target language may also affect self-assessment accuracies. Some of the low 
reliability and validity values found in research might have been due to 
methodological deficiencies in the studies. In a number of studies conducted on self- 
assessment the researchers did not check their research tools for reliability. Besides, 
different researchers used different correlation statistics in studies that were virtually 
of the same design and nature. This might also have yielded discordant results.
Despite the fact that there are no unanimous conclusions on the reliability and 
validity of self-assessment, its benefits and usefulness for language programs are 
being recognised by an increasing number of language educators (Bachman &
Palmer, 1990; Bailey, 1996; Brindley, 1989; Dickinson, 1993; Gardner, 1996; Harris, 
1997; Huerta-Macias, 1995; Jonston, 1987; Lee, 1998; MacNamara & Dean, 1995; 
Murphey, 1994; Nunan, 1988; Nunan, 1995; Oscarson, 1989; Peirce et al., 1993; 
Savington, 1991; Sengupta, 1998; Short, 1993; Smolen et al., 1995; Thompson,
1985; Tudor, 1996; von Elec, 1985). Self-assessment as a whole can benefit 
language programs in many ways, no doubt, but its application as a measuring tool of 
learners' linguistic and communicative abilities needs further investigation before
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making any decisive conclusions in this respect. In particular, it would be valuable 
to see how self-assessment behaves as applied in a setting where English is taught 
and learned as a foreign language.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between self- 
assessment and external measures of learners' language abilities. More specifically, 
the present study aimed to find out the correlations between learners' self-assessment 
of their language abilities and two external measures of learners' language skills, a 
progress achievement test, and teachers' estimates. To achieve this aim, correlations 
between the following measures were investigated and analysed:
1. Students' self-assessment and their performance in a progress achievement test;
2. Students' self-assessment and teachers' estimates of the students' language 
abilities;
3. Teachers' estimates and students' achievement test performance.
On the basis of the aforementioned relationships of learners' self-assessment to 
the test and the teachers' estimates of the learners' language abilities, self-assessment 
accuracy in measuring learners’ language abilities was determined.
Participants
The participants of this study were 34 intermediate level students enrolled in 
the preparatory English course at the Department of Basic English (DBE) of the 
Middle East Technical University (METU) in Ankara, Turkey. Thirty two of them 
participated in all the stages of the study, therefore the data concerning only them 
were processed and analysed. The participants' ages ranged from 17 to 25. Most of 
them were between 17 and 20. Only two of them were more than 20 years old. One 
participant had Arabic as his mother tongue, and one Farsi. The rest of the 
participants' first language was Turkish, though one participant did not indicate her
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mother tongue. 18 of the students were males, and 14 females. All the learners were 
enrolled in a one-year English course at the department in September 1999, and by 
the time the data were collected they had had eight months of intensive English 
instruction. Seven of the participants had never studied English prior coming to this 
program; the other participants had had English study experience ranging from one 
to eleven years. Most of the participants had had either 4 years of English language 
study (ten of them) or 7 years of study of English (nine of them). Only one person 
had lived in an English speaking country (Australia) for a very brief period of time (2 
months). Six of the students had had an experience with formal self-assessment.
The opinions of these six people about self-assessment were divided: 3 of them 
expressed a positive attitude, one a negative attitude, and two of them were 
undecided. The students followed different majors in their respective departments 
(mainly engineering and science students). The background information about the 
students is summarised in Table 1.
The other group of participants were the two English instructors, who taught 
the students under observation. Both of them were females.
The Middle East Technical University (METU) is an English medium school, 
where lectures are delivered in English; therefore all students enrolled there must 
have a fairly good command of English. Students are admitted to the METU on the 
basis of the English Language Proficiency Exam (ELPE) which separates those 
students who directly go to their freshman courses from those students who go to the 
DBE. Students attending the English courses at the DBE are placed at different 
instructional levels by means of a placement test they take prior to the courses. In 
the fall semester students are grouped into four proficiency levels: beginners.
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Table 1.
Information About the Participants
« = 32 Number of Cases Percentage
Gender:
Male 18 56.25
Female 14 43.75
Age:
17-20 30 93.75
21-25 2 6.25
Previous study 
of English:
No study 6 18.75
1 year 1 3.13
3 years 3 9.38
4 years 10 31.25
5 years 1 3.13
6 years 1 3.13
7 years 9 28.13
11 years 1 3.13
Previous Experience
in Self-assessment 6 18.75
Note, n = number o f students
elementary, intermediate, and upper-intermediate. In the spring semester there are 
three instructional levels: pre-intermediate, intermediate, and upper-intermediate.
Each term is of four months duration. Learners receive twenty hours of 
instruction in English per week. In order to be able to proceed to their undergraduate
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studies in their respective faculties students must demonstrate adequate mastery of 
language skills and abilities as prescribed in the course objectives at the school. 
Students’ achievement in the course is assessed by means of teacher grades, midterm 
tests, and the final examination. Students are also required to attend 90% of all 
classes. There are four midterm tests each semester, with one test administered every 
month when the classes are in session. At the regular intervals between tests the 
teachers also make their own short tests (the so-called teachers’ pop quizzes), and 
administer them to their students in the classroom. In June, at the end of the course 
students take an end-of-course achievement examination.
Materials
Two questionnaires and a midterm progress achievement test served as 
materials in this study. They were used for gathering all the necessary data.
The first questionnaire elicited the students' assessment of their language 
achievement by asking them to rate their language skills. The questionnaire 
contained two sections. Section One was designed to collect data on the students' 
background information such as age, gender, mother tongue, length of previous 
language study, a visit to an English speaking country, and previous experience with 
self-assessment. Section Two contained five parts, each of which rated students' 
achievement in one of the following language areas: listening, reading, writing, 
grammar, and vocabulary. Each part consisted of items describing one sub-skill 
each, which the students were to master according to the course objectives and 
demonstrate in tests. These sub-skills matched the sub-skills tested in the 
achievement tests prepared by the testing unit at the DBE. The actual self-assessment 
items were formulated on the basis of the information obtained from previous
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midterm achievement tests including the most recent ones. In other words, the self- 
assessment questions asked the students to rate themselves on the skills the students 
were tested on on the midterm tests. For example, one of the self-assessment items 
was “How well can you write a thesis statement for a given essay?” The same skill, 
to write a thesis statement for a given essay, was tested on the midterm tests. The 
students assessed the degree of mastery of each sub-skill on a 5-point rating scale. 
The questionnaire is given in Appendix A. The students' self-assessment 
questionnaire was piloted with a small group of similar students (« = 5) attending the 
same program. The questionnaire was administered to the students 6 days before the 
midterm test, on the 9* of May 2000. The subjects completed them at the end of the 
instructional time, spending about 15 minutes for this.
The other questionnaire was designed to ask the teachers to rate their 
students' mastery in listening, reading, writing, grammar, and vocabulary. Unlike the 
students' questionnaire it contained only one part asking the teachers to assess their 
students' language achievements in terms of the course objectives on a point scale. 
The teachers completed their questionnaire 3 days before the midterm test, on the 
12* of May 2000. The questionnaire is given in Appendix B.
The midterm achievement test served as the third source of data. Midterm 
tests are prepared by the testing unit of the DBE, and administered every month of 
instruction. There are four midterm tests each semester. The test under investigation 
was the third in the second, spring semester, and was administered on the 15* of 
May 2000. The test was made up of 5 sections, each evaluating one of the following 
language skills: listening, reading, writing, grammar, and vocabulary. The test did 
not have a speaking section.
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Procedures
The questionnaires were given to the participants before the midterm test was 
administered. The students' self-assessment questionnaire was given to the 
participants 6 days before the midterm test. The teachers' questionnaire was given 3 
days before the midterm test. After the students' self-assessment questionnaire was 
completed the scores for each language skill were determined by tallying the rating 
points the subjects assigned for each sub-skill. The total score range for each 
language skill varies since the number of the items in each skill section is different. 
The total self-assessment scores may range from 44 to 220.
The teachers assessed their students' language achievement for each skill on a 
five-point scale, the anchors being very good mastery and very poor mastery. Thus 
the teachers' estimates of their students' abilities in each language skill ranged from 1 
(corresponding to very poor mastery of a skill) to 5 (corresponding to very good 
mastery of a skill).
After the midterm achievement test was administered the students' test scores 
were obtained. The test scores were broken down according to each skill area, 
namely listening, reading, writing, grammar, and vocabulary. The midterm test score 
could be as high as 100 points.
The following tables illustrate the break down of the scores in each 
measurement instrument.
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Table 2
Self-Assessment Scores
Skills assessed Score range
Listening 7 - 3 5
Reading 7 - 3 5
Writing 13-65
Grammar 11-55
Vocabulary 6 - 3 0
Total 44 -  220
Table 3
Teachers' Estimates of Students' Achievement
Skills assessed Score range
Listening 1 - 5
Reading 1 - 5
Writing 1 -5
Grammar 1 - 5
Vocabulary 1 -5
Total 5 - 2 5
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Table 4
Midterm Achievement Test Scores
Sections Score range
Listening 0 - 1 5
Reading 0 - 2 8
Writing 0 - 2 0
Grammar 0 - 2 7
Vocabulary 0 - 1 0
Total 0 - 10 0
Both descriptive and inferential statistical procedures were carried out to 
analyse the data and the relationship between the three sets of measures (students' 
self-assessment, teachers' estimates, and test scores). The means, standard 
deviations, and the correlation coefficients were computed using an SPSS statistical 
package. The results are illustrated using tables and graphs.
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CHAPTER 4; DATA ANALYSIS
This chapter is devoted to the presentation and the analysis of the results.
The presentation of the data and the analyses and discussions are organized 
according to the research questions posed and investigated. The purpose of the 
analyses was to find out the degree of association between three measures of 
students’ language ability. These measures are students’ self-assessment, teachers’ 
assessment of the students’ ability, and a midterm progress achievement test. The 
relationships amongst these three measures are investigated in terms of the strength 
and significance of association between them. The chapter is divided into two main 
parts: (a) data analyses procedures; and (b) results. In the data analyses procedures 
part, the statistical tool and methods that are used to analyse the data are presented.
In the results part, the measures and values indicating the degree of relationship 
between the three measures of students’ language ability are presented. Tables and 
graphs are also used to illustrate the results.
Data Analysis Procedures and Tools
The data analyses started by finding out the degree of association between the 
students’ self-assessment and the achievement test. Pearson Product Moment 
Correlation was used to measure the degree and the strength of the relationship 
between the said assessment methods of the students’ linguistic abilities.
The students’ self-assessment consisted of five sections, each relating to the 
abilities of writing, reading, listening, grammar, and vocabulary, respectively. The 
self-assessment of each section as well as the overall self-assessment scores were 
correlated with the corresponding sections of the achievement test.
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Then the degree and the strength of association between the self-assessment 
and the teachers’ assessment were measured. Pearson Product Moment Correlation 
was used for measuring this relationship. The self-assessment of each language 
ability was correlated with the teachers’ assessment of the corresponding language 
ability, as well as the overall self-assessment score with the teachers’ overall 
assessment score.
This was followed by determining the degree of association between the 
achievement test and the teachers’ assessment. The corresponding sections of the 
measures were correlated by using Pearson Product moment Correlation.
Finally, in addition to the main analyses, the influence of the students’ gender 
and language achievement (indicated by their actual test scores) on the relationship 
between the self-assessment and the test was examined. The statistical techniques 
used to measure the relationship of these two variables with the self-assessment 
behaviour of the subjects were t-tests and Pearson Product Moment Correlation.
Results
The results obtained in the data analyses are presented in the order that the 
research questions are posed and investigated in this study.
Research Question 1: To what extent does the students’ self-assessment agree with 
the progress achievement test?
To determine the extent to which the students’ self-assessment associated 
with the achievement test, the self-assessment scores in each language ability, 
namely writing, reading, listening, grammar, and vocabulary, as well as the overall 
self-assessment scores were correlated with the corresponding sections of the 
achievement test. Since speaking was not tested in the achievement test, this ability
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was not explored in this study. But before doing the correlation analyses, the means 
and standard deviations of the self-assessment and the test scores were examined to 
see any anomalies. Their examination revealed no outliers. The means and standard 
deviations of the self-assessment and the test scores are given in Table 5.
Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations of Students’ Self-Assessment and 
Achievement Test 
« = 32 Students’ Self-assessment
S M  SD
Achievement Test
S M  SD
Writing 13-65 40.41 6.59 0 - 2 0 11.22 2.63
Reading 7 - 3 5 23.91 3.34 0 - 2 8 21.58 3.26
Listening 7 - 3 5 25.69 4.71 0 - 1 5 13.50 1.44
Grammar 11-55 42.69 3.73 0 - 2 7 19.78 3.54
Vocabulary 6 - 3 0 20.31 2.36 0 -  10 7.22 1.93
Overall 44 -  220 152.94 16.04 0 -100 73.30 8.57
Note, n = number of students; S = scale; M  = mean; SD = standard deviation
As can be seen from Table 5, the scales differed across the language skills. 
For example, in the writing skill, the self-assessment scale was from 13 to 65, 
showing that the lowest score the students could assign themselves was 13 (if chosen 
very poor ability of the skill on all the items in the section), the highest 65 (if chosen 
very good ability of the skill on all the items). The mean score in each skill 
represents the average of all the self-assessment scores on that skill, whereas the 
standard deviation in each skill shows the deviation from the mean (the range of one
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SD below and above the mean constitutes slightly more than two thirds (68%) of the 
students’ scores in the skill).
Then the correlations between the corresponding sections of the students’ 
self-assessment and the achievement test were computed. The correlation values 
between the self-assessment and the test are presented in Table 6.
Table 6
Correlations Between Students’ Self-Assessment tSA) and 
Achievement Test (AT)
« = 32
SA(W) - AT(W) .23
SA(R) - AT(R) .31
SA(L) - AT(L) .29
SA(G) - AT(G) .30
SA(V) - AT(V) -.25
SA(0) - AT(0) .31
Note, n = number of students; r = correlation coefficient (none o f the correlations is statistically 
significant); SA(W) = self-assessment of writing; SA(R) = self-assessment of reading; SA(L) = 
self-assessment of listening; SA(G) = self-assessment of grammar; S A( V) = self-assessment of 
vocabulary; SA (0) = overall self-assessment; AT(W) = achievement test o f writing; AT(R) = 
achievement test of reading; AT(L) = achievement test of listening; AT(G) = achievement test of 
granunar; AT(V) = achievement test o f vocabulary; A T(0) = overall achievement test.
As can be seen from Table 6, the correlations between students’ self-assessment and 
the achievement test are positive but low, except for the vocabulary section, which 
has a negative correlation. None of the correlation values are statistically significant. 
The correlation between the self-assessment of writing ability and the writing section 
of the test is .23, which is not statistically significant either.
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For the reading section, the value of correlation is .31 indicating a positive 
but low correlation between the self-assessment and the test. The correlation is not 
statistically significant.
The listening section of the self-assessment and the test correlate positively 
but weakly with a magnitude of .29, which is not statistically significant.
The grammar section in self-assessment and the test display the similar 
association, the correlation coefficient being .30. It is not statistically significant 
either.
Vocabulary was the only ability that displayed a negative association between 
the self-assessment and the test. The correlation magnitude is -.25, and statistically 
not significant. This may suggest that vocabulary is the hardest area to self-assess.
The overall self-assessment and the overall test scores have also 
demonstrated a low but positive correlation. It is not statistically significant either.
Overall, the correlation values between corresponding self-assessment and 
the test sections remain generally at the same level across four abilities, writing, 
reading, listening and grammar, but sharply fall and go into the opposite direction in 
the vocabulary section (see Fig. 1). This might mean that the students were more 
aware of their own abilities in writing, reading, listening and grammar, but little 
aware of their actual vocabulary knowledge.
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Assessment Sections
Figure 1. Relationship Between Ability Sections and Correlation 
Values Between Self-Assessment and Test.
Research Question 2: How much congruence is there between students’ self- 
assessment and teachers’ assessment?
Before computing the correlation values between these two measures, the 
students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment of the students’ language 
achievement, the means and standard deviations for the teachers’ assessment scores 
were examined for any anomalies. No outliers were found. The means and standard 
deviations are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7
Achievement
Vocabulary/7 = 32 Writing Reading Listening Grammar Overall
Scale 1 -5 1 -5 1 -5 1 -5 1 - 5 5 - 2 5
Mean 3.09 3.59 4.22 3.50 3.03 17.44
Standard
Deviation 1.09 .67 .71 .84 1.00 3.72
Note, n = number of students
The scale for each section shows what grade the teachers could give to each 
student in that skill. The scales were identical for all the skills, ranging from 1 
(denoting very poor mastery of the skill) to 5 (denoting very good mastery of the 
skill). The mean score in each skill shows what score the teachers gave to their 
students for that skill on average, whereas the standard deviations in each skill shows 
the range (one standard deviation above and below the mean) within which the 
teachers assigned scores to the majority (68%) of the students.
Next, using Pearson Product Moment Correlation, the degrees of association 
between the corresponding sections of the students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ 
assessment were measured. The correlation coefficients of these associations are 
displayed in Table 8. The correlations are presented section by section.
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Correlations Between Students’ Self-Assessment TSA) and Teachers’ 
Assessment (TA) 
n = 32 r
Table 8
SA(W) - TA(W) .55*
SA(R) - TA(R) .42**
SA(L) - TA(L) .22
SA(G) - TA(G) .14
SA(V) - TA(V) .46**
SA(0) - TA(0) .51*
Note. /7 = number of students; r = correlation coefficient; *p<.0\\ **p< .05  
SA(W) = self-assessment of writing; SA(R) = self-assessment o f reading; SA(L) = self-assessment 
of listening; SA(G) = self-assessment of grammar; SA(V) = self-assessment of vocabulary; SA(0) = 
overall self-assessment; TA(W) = teachers’ assessment of writing; TA(R) = teachers’ assessment of 
reading; TA(L) = teachers’ assessment of listening; TA(G) = teachers’ assessment of grammar; 
TA(V) = teachers’ assessment of vocabulary; TA (0) = overall teachers’ assessment.
In the writing section, the correlation measure is moderately positive, its 
magnitude being .55, which is statistically significant at/? < .01. It suggests that 
there is a relationship between the self-assessment of writing ability and the teachers’ 
estimates.
The correlation between the self-assessment of reading and the teachers’ 
assessment of the same ability is .42, which is also statistically significant at/? < .05. 
This also indicates that there is a positive association between these two measures, 
although it is weaker than in writing.
There is a low correlation between the teachers’ assessment of listening and 
the corresponding self-assessment. The correlation value is .22, which is not 
statistically significant.
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The grammar section is the one with the lowest correlation between students’ 
self-assessment and teachers’ assessment. The value of the correlation is .14, and 
this is not statistically significant. Note that this value is lower than the 
corresponding value between the students’ self-assessment and the test. This might 
suggest that the teachers were less aware of their students’ actual grammar abilities 
than their students’ abilities in the other skill areas. It may also suggest, and perhaps 
more plausibly, that grammar being essentially a non-communicative component of 
communicative and more complex language skills of writing, reading, listening and 
speaking may prove to be unsusceptible for both learners and teachers to judge 
about.
The vocabulary section has a correlation value of .46 between the self- 
assessment and the teachers’ assessment, which is also statistically significant at 
p < .05. This represents a measure of positive association between the students’ self- 
assessment and the teachers’ assessment.
Finally, in the overall scores section, the correlation is .51, which is 
statistically significant at/? < .01. This suggests that there is a relationship between 
the overall self-assessment scores and the teachers’ overall scores.
An examination of the correlation coefficients shows that the grammar 
section is the least congruent, and the writing is the most. The correlation 
magnitudes begin at a moderate level in the writing section, go slightly down in the 
reading and listening sections, and drop in the grammar section, then again go up to 
moderate levels over the vocabulary and overall score sections. This suggests that 
writing is the area of assessment which the students and the teachers agree upon 
most, whereas they do so least in grammar. This may mean that there is a shared
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criteria between the students and their teachers for writing but not for grammar. This 
may also mean that the students are aware of what their teachers expect from them in 
writing skills but unaware in grammar ability. In general, the degree of association 
between the students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment is low for 
assessment tools meant to measure the same language traits. A pattern of this 
relationship between the students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment is 
displayed in Fig. 2.
Assessment Seetions
Figure 2. Relationship Between Ability Section and Correlation 
Magnitudes Between Self-Assessment and Teachers’ 
Assessment
Research Question 3: To what extent do the teachers’ estimates of their students’ 
language achievement agree with the achievement test?
As in the previous sections, the degree of association between the teachers’ 
assessment and the achievement test was examined by using Pearson Product 
Moment Correlations. A summary of the correlation magnitudes is presented in 
Table 9. They are presented section by section.
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Table 9
Correlations Between Teachers’ Assessment (TA) and Achievement Test (AT)
n = 32 T(V)
AT(W) -TA(W) 
AT(R) -TA(R) 
AT(L) -TA(L) 
AT(G) - T(G) 
AT(V) - T(V) 
AT(0) - T(V)
.53*
.31
.43**
.30
-.04
.53*
Note, n -  number of students; r = correlation coefficient; */? < .01; ** p  < .05 
AT(W) = achievement test, writing; AT(R) = achievement test, reading; AT(L) = achievement test, 
listening; AT(G) = achievement test, grammar; AT(V) = achievement test, vocabulary; AT(0) = 
acliievcment test, overall; TA(W) = teachers’ assessment, writing; TA(R) = teachers’ assessment, 
reading; TA(L) = teachers’ assessment, listening; TA(G) = teachers’ assessment, grammar; TA(V) = 
teachers’ assessment, vocabulary; TA (0) = teachers’ assessment, overall.
Before discussing the correlation values between the students’ self- 
assessment and the teachers’ assessment, it should be said that even if the correlation 
values for writing, listening and the overall scores seem to be high, they are not 
adequate for test purposes. In the writing section, the correlation value between the 
teachers’ assessment and the test is .53, which is a moderately positive association.
It is statistically significant at/? < 01. This indicates a relationship between the 
teachers’ assessment and the achievement test in writing. However, this relationship 
is not very strong, and is not enough for the purposes of a measurement tool 
accuracy.
The degree of association between the teachers’ assessment and the test in 
assessing reading ability is positive but low, with a magnitude of .31, and is not
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statistically significant. This shows that there was no relationship between the 
teachers’ assessment and the achievement test scores of this ability.
In the listening section, the correlation between the teachers’ assessment and 
the test is .43, being statistically significance at/? < .05. This indicates a moderately 
positive relationship between these corresponding measurement sections, but still is 
not adequate for test purposes.
For the grammar section, the correlation is .30, and it is not statistically 
significant. This is indicative of no relationship between the teachers’ assessment 
and the test in this ability.
The vocabulary is the only section that displays a complete mismatch 
between the teachers’ estimates and the test results. In statistical terms, there is no 
prediction whatever between these two measures. The correlation coefficient is -.04, 
which is not statistically significant.
Finally, the teachers’ overall estimates and the overall test scores have a 
moderately positive correlation, the value of which being .53. It is statistically 
significant at/? < .01. This is indicative of a relationship between the two measures. 
However, it is not sufficient for test purposes.
A general examination of the pattern of the relationships between the 
teachers’ assessment and the test shows that the correlation coefficient begins with a 
moderate value of strength in writing, and then it fluctuates across the next three 
abilities, reading, listening, and grammar. It starts at .53 in writing, then falls down 
to .31 in reading, then slightly rises up to .43 in listening, then again decreases at .30 
in grammar. However, in the vocabulary section the magnitude of the correlation 
falls sharply to virtually no correlation value at -.04. Then, in the overall score
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section it takes again its starting magnitude at .53. This change in the pattern of the 
relationship between the test and the teachers' assessment suggests that just like their 
students, the teachers find vocabulary the hardest area to assess and predict. In fact, 
the teachers erred in predicting their students’ performance on vocabulary section of 
the test as much as their students did. In other words neither the students nor their 
teachers had been able to assess this particular ability to any degree of accuracy 
against a more objective measure, the achievement test that was administered a few 
days afterwards. Fig. 3 illustrates this relationship across the sections.
Assessment Sections
Figure 3. Relationship of the Ability Sections and Correlation 
Coefficients Between Teachers' Assessment and Test 
Scores
Relationship of Students’ Gender and Achievement with the Degree of Concordance 
between Students’ Self-Assessment and Achievement Test
Finally, the relationship of the students’ gender and language achievement 
with the degree of concordance between the students’ self-assessment and the
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achievement test was investigated. For this purpose the degrees of concordance 
between the self-assessment scores and the test scores in each section as well as 
between the overall scores were computed. The following formula was used to 
calculate the values of concordance deviation:
C= R(SA): R(AT)
where, C is a value of concordance deviation for each student in each 
section;
R{SA) is the ratio of each student’s self-assessment score in each 
section;
7?(AT) is the ratio of each student’s test score in each corresponding 
section
An example may make it clear. Suppose Student A’s self-rating of his vocabulary 
ability is 15 on a 30-point scale; his score on the corresponding section of a 
standardised test which he took a few days later is 10 on a 20-point scale. The ratios 
of his self-assessment and the test scores are equal. In other words his self- 
assessment score and his actual test score have the same weight against their 
respective scales. By dividing the ratio of his self-assessment score by the ratio of 
his test score, we get a concordance value of 1.00. This indicates one to one match 
between his self-assessment and his test scores. In statistical terms it means that 
Student A made no error in predicting his actual test score. Of course, he was not 
asked to predict his test performance, but his test score can be predicted by the rating 
score he assigned himself on the self-assessment. This example represents a perfect 
concordance. However, there may be deviations from perfect concordance. Again an 
example may clarify the notion. Student B assigned himself 20 points out of 30 on
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the self-assessment of his vocabulary ability. On the test of vocabulary administered 
around the same time he got 10 points out of 20. By dividing the ratios of his scores 
on these two occasions, we get a value of 1.33. This means he overweighed his 
perceived vocabulary ability in comparison to his actual test score on vocabulary. 
That is to say his self-assessment score deviates from perfect concordance, ie, from 
perfect match. Alternatively, a student may underweigh his self-assessment. It is in 
this sense the term concordance deviation between two scores of the students is used 
in the present study. Thus, if the value of concordance is 1.00 there is no 
concordance deviation. Concordance values above 1.00 represent deviation in the 
direction of overweighing one’s perceived score; in other words is it is a deviation in 
the direction of overrating. Alternatively concordance values below 1.00 indicate 
deviation in the direction of underweighing one’s perceived score; putting it 
differently it is a deviation in the direction of underrating one’s ability. The means 
and standard deviations of the concordance values for each language ability are given 
in Table 10.
Table 10
Achievement Test lAT)
Writing Reading Listening Grammar Vocabulary Overall
(« = 32) (« = 32) (« = 32) (A 7 - 3 2 )  (n  =  3 1 )  (« = 3 2)
Mean 1.17 .91 .82 1.09 .97 .96
Standard
Deviation .31 .18 .16 .23 .32 .13
Note, n = number of students
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An examination of the means and the standard deviations showed one student 
having a big concordance deviation from the mean in the vocabulary section. He 
was excluded from the analysis of the effect of the background variables on the 
relation of the self-assessment with the test in the vocabulary section lest his big 
concordance deviation distort the results of the analyses that followed.
First, the influence of the students’ gender on the concordance between the 
students’ self-assessment and the achievement test were determined. A T-test was 
used to measure this effect. It does not reveal that there was any difference between 
the male and female students on the degree of concordance between the self- 
assessment and the test. In other words the male and female students did not display 
any difference between themselves in terms of underrating or overrating.
Finally, the relationship between the students’ achievement represented by 
their tests scores and the degree of concordance between the self-assessment and the 
test were determined using a Person Product Moment Correlation. This analysis of 
the influence of the students’ achievement (determined by their test scores) on their 
self-assessment scores was carried out to see if there was any difference between the 
students who got higher test scores and the students who got lower test scores in their 
self-assessment behaviour in terms of overrating and underrating their perceived 
language ability. The students with higher test scores were considered to be better 
achievers, and the students with lower test scores were considered to be weaker 
achievers. Except for the listening section, the language achievement affected the 
concordance between the self-assessment and the test. The correlation values are 
adduced in Table 11.
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Table 11
Correlations Between Students’ Achievement and Concordance Between 
Self-Assessment and Achievement Test
Writing Reading Listening Grammar Vocabulary Overall
(w = 32) (« = 32) (n = 32) (n = 32) (« = 31) (n-32)
-.81* -.65* -.30 -.87* -.89* -.63*
Note. /7 = number of students; */? < .01
The correlation between the students’ achievement scores and the 
concordance values for the writing section is -.81 indicating a strong and negative 
association, which is statistically significant at/? < .01. For the reading section there 
is also a strong negative correlation between the students’ language achievement and 
the concordance between the self-assessment and the test, the value being -.65, which 
is statistically significant at/? < .01. In the listening section, the correlation 
magnitude between the students’ achievement scores and the concordance value is - 
.30, which is low. It is not statistically significant either. As far as grammar is 
concerned, the correlation between the students’ language achievement and the 
degree of concordance between the self-assessment and the test is - .87, which is a 
strong association. It is statistically significant at/? < .01. In the vocabulary section, 
the magnitude of the correlation between the students’ language achievement scores 
of and the concordance between the students’ self-assessment and the achievement 
test is -.89, which is statistically significant at/? < .01. This indicates a high but 
negative degree of association. Finally there is a correlation value o f-.63 between 
the students’ overall achievement and the degree of concordance between their self- 
assessment and their test scores. It is also statistically significant at/? < .01. All 
these correlation values suggest that the students who got higher test scores tended to
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underrate their language abilities in comparison to their peers who got lower test 
scores in all the skill areas except listening. In other words, as the students’ test 
scores dropped, their concordance deviation values rose. Thus, we can conclude that 
the better students (those with higher test scores) were less overevaluative in 
comparison to the weaker students (those with lower test scores).
To summarise, the students’ self-assessment of their language ability did not 
have an adequate agreement with the achievement test. Nor was there any adequate 
agreement between the teachers’ assessment and the students’ self-assessment. 
Although the teachers’ assessment of their students’ language ability had a better 
agreement with the test scores than the students’ self-assessment did, this agreement 
was weak as well. Vocabulary proved to be the skill that both the students and 
teachers found the hardest to assess. Moreover, both the students’ self-assessment 
and the teachers’ assessment of vocabulary had no relationship with the test scores. 
There was also a mismatch between the students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ 
assessment of grammar ability. The students’ gender had no effect on the students’ 
self-assessment behaviour represented as overrating and underrating their perceived 
language ability. However, there was a strong relationship between the students’ 
language achievement represented by their test scores and their self-assessment 
performance in terms of underrating and overrating their perceived language ability 
against the actual test scores -  the students with lower test scores tended to be more 
overevaluative than the students with higher test scores.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
The main purpose of the study was to find out if students’ self-assessment 
could be a valid measure of their language achievement. The criterion validity of 
students’ self-assessment was determined by measuring the degree of association 
between the students’ self-assessment and a progress achievement test and teachers’ 
subjective assessment of the students’ language achievement. Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation was used to measure the degree of association between the 
students’ self-assessment, the teachers’ assessment and the achievement test.
The first question addressed in this study was the degree of relationship 
between the students’ self-assessment and the achievement test.
The correlational analysis showed no major relationship between the 
students’ self-assessment and the midterm progress achievement test. The 
correlation magnitudes denoting the degree of association between the students’ self- 
assessment and their actual language ability represented by their scores on the 
progress achievement test were low and weak, none of them statistically significant. 
This may indicate that students’ self-assessment as a tool for measuring their 
language achievement may not display an adequate criterion validity, and be a very 
reliable instrument. This finding appears to corroborate the findings of several 
previous studies which have also found self-assessment to be of low criterion validity 
(Blanche, 1990; Blue, 1988; Janssen-van Dieten, 1989; Peirce et al., 1993).
The present study, however, found that vocabulary had the lowest correlation 
between the students’ self-assessment and the achievement test. The students made 
the largest number of misjudgements about their language ability in this area, which 
seems to indicate that vocabulary is the hardest area to self-assess. One explanation
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for this mismatch between the students’ judgements of their vocabulary knowledge 
and their test performance on vocabulary might be that vocabulary seems to be the 
area that receives less emphasis than the other skill ares in the language program the 
participants are enrolled in. The vocabulary section on midterm tests is assigned the 
lowest proportion of the test scores, ie., the amount tested may not be adequate, 
which could lead to inaccurate representation of this skill. Thus, the students may 
not be well aware of their actual ability in this skill. On the other hand, writing and 
reading had higher correlations between the self-assessment and the test than 
vocabulary. This might be because of the importance of these two skills for learners 
in their program, since they must pursue their academic studies in English at their 
undergraduate departments, where they must demonstrate good writing and reading 
skills. Therefore, writing and reading receive much more attention than vocabulary. 
Thus, the learners may be more aware of their own writing and reading abilities than 
their vocabulary ability. Another reason, and perhaps more plausible, might be that 
vocabulary being only a component of the major language abilities such as writing, 
reading, speaking and listening, and essentially non-communicative, might have been 
little accessible to the learners’ assessment. Thus, the learners might not have been 
as aware of this particular skill as they were of their communicative skills.
The second question addressed in this study was the relationship between 
students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ subjective assessment of the students’ 
language achievement.
The results of the correlation analysis revealed that, in general, there was a 
relationship between the students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment. 
However, this relationship was not very strong. For example, in two areas, listening
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and grammar, there was not any correlation between the two measures. The 
strongest correlation was observed in writing, and the weakest in grammar. This 
seems to suggest that grammar is the area where students and teachers agree least. 
This finding confirms a similar observation by Blanche and Merino (1989), and 
Blanche (1990). Although the correlations of writing, reading and vocabulary 
between the corresponding sections of the self-assessment and the teachers’ 
assessment were statistically significant, they were not very high. Overall, the 
relationship between these two subjective measures of the students’ language ability 
was weak. This finding seems to confirm Blue (1988) and Milleret et al.’s (1991) 
research observations, as they also found low associations between students’ self- 
assessment and teachers’ assessment.
A comparison of the correlations of the students’ self-assessment and the test 
scores with the students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ estimates shows that there 
was a big difference between the correlation values in the vocabulary section. The 
congruence between the self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment of vocabulary 
was much higher than between the self-assessment and the test. This may indicate 
that the students might have based their assessment of their vocabulary ability on 
their teachers’ feedback rather than the feedback they got from the midterm tests.
This may also suggest that the criteria that the teachers used for assessing their 
students’ vocabulary knowledge might have been different from that of the test.
Overall, the relationship between the students’ self-assessment and the 
teachers’ assessment is stronger than the relationship between the students’ self- 
assessment and the test. This might have been because students interact with their 
teachers every day, and receive enough feedback from their teachers. In addition
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teachers regularly devise and administer their own short classroom tests (the so- 
called teachers’ pop quizzes). Midterm tests, on the other hand, are administered 
only once a month. In other words, the students are more aware of their teachers’ 
assessment criteria than the criteria that midterm tests are based on.
The third question addressed in this study was the relationship between the 
teachers’ assessment of the students’ ability and the achievement test.
The analysis revealed that the relationship between the teachers’ assessment 
of the students’ language achievement and the achievement test was stronger than 
that between the students’ self-assessment and the test.
The strongest association across different skill areas was found in writing and 
the overall scores section, and the weakest in vocabulary. This may suggest that 
vocabulary is also the hardest area for the teachers to assess. Like their students, the 
teachers might either have been unable to make any accurate estimates of their 
students’ actual vocabulary knowledge, or they might have been using different 
criteria for assessing this skill area. One reason why the teachers might have had 
different criteria for assessing vocabulary might be because midterm tests may not 
provide enough feedback forjudging about learners’ ability in vocabulary.
Therefore, the teachers might have had their own criteria which they share with their 
students. Another reason, as was mentioned before, might be that vocabulary, being 
a non-communicative and decontextualized skill, might have been less liable to any 
accurate assessment. In other words, since vocabulary skill does not exist by itself 
but as a part of more complex and communicative skills such as writing, reading, 
listening and speaking, both the students and the teachers might have been assessing 
not quite the same vocabulary skill tested in the achievement tests.
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Overall, the teachers’ assessment was more predictive of their students’ test 
scores than the students’ self-assessment was. This is not unusual, since the teachers 
in this program are involved indirectly in standardised test design, by providing 
regular reports and feedback on the quality of the tests to the testing office. Besides, 
teachers often take part in the scoring procedures of the midterm tests, and therefore, 
they might have been more aware of what their students can do on tests than students 
themselves were.
In addition to the three main relationships between the three measures of the 
students’ language ability, the influence of the students’ gender and language 
achievement on their self-assessment was also considered. In the present study, the 
male and female students did not differ in terms of underrating and overrating of 
their language ability. This does not concur with Wright and Houk (1995), who 
found males tending to overestimate themselves compared with females. One reason 
for the difference between that study and the present study might be that the 
population samples are different and the settings of the studies are different. In 
Wright and Houk’s study the subjects assessed their verbal ability in their first 
language, and the venue of the study was the Appalachian region in the USA, 
whereas in the present study the set is in Turkey, and the participants assessed their 
ability in a second language.
It was also found that there was a relationship between students’ achievement 
determined as their actual test scores and their self-assessment behaviour. The 
students with lower test scores tended to overrate their ability compared to the 
students with higher scores. In other words, the students with a higher achievement 
tended to be less overevaluative than the students with a lower achievement. This
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finding confirms the similar observation by Blanche and Merino (1989), Heilenman 
(1990), Janssen-van Dieten (1989), and Peirce et al. (1993). One explanation for this 
phenomenon might be that generally more advanced learners (in the case of this 
study they can be defined as those students who had higher test scores) have greater 
awareness, in comparison with less advanced learners (in the case of this study they 
can be defined as those students who had lower test scores), of what they still do not 
know or unable to do in the target language by virtue of their better knowledge and 
ability in that language. Thus more advanced learners may be more critical of their 
own abilities than their less advanced peers.
In conclusion, students’ self-assessment as a tool to measure their language 
progress and achievement may not demonstrate an adequate agreement with more 
objective achievement tests. Teachers’ subjective assessment of their students’ 
language achievement may only weakly indicate and predict the students’ actual 
language achievement.
Several factors may have influenced the low accuracy levels of self- 
assessment observed in this study. First, the subjects were on the same proficiency 
level (intermediate), and therefore there was not a big difference in their language 
abilities. When the range of students’ abilities is restricted, correlation values may 
be dramatically suppressed (Brown, 1996). This might be a reason why the 
correlations amongst the three measures of students’ ability used in this study were 
low, whereas the self-assessment instruments used in other studies for assessing the 
linguistic abilities of learners with a wider range of proficiency levels produced high 
correlation values with external criteria such as standardised tests.
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Another cause for the low correlations that were found in this study might 
have been due to the learners’ first encounter with such an unorthodox assessment 
method as self-assessment. The students might have found it difficult to accurately 
assess themselves because of the unfamiliarity of the instrument and the lack of 
training with it (Blanche & Merino, 1989). The students may need training before 
they are able to make accurate estimates of their own language abilities (Oscarson, 
1989). For the participants of the present study, the self-assessment procedure used 
in this study was the first experience in assessing their own language abilities. Since 
this kind of assessment was for them something that they had never done before, this 
might have been a cause of difficulty for some of the students while judging about 
their own language skills.
Also, certain cultural biases may influence self-assessment behaviour 
(Blanche & Merino, 1989). Some cultures may feel averse towards self-assessment, 
especially where the authority of the external evaluator such as the teacher or formal 
tests is held high. This attitude to self-assessment may also influence self-assessment 
accuracy.
The present study seems to offer some suggestions for further research and 
pedagogical implications. Vocabulary was observed to be the most difficult to self- 
assess. Further research on self-assessment of vocabulary ability might be necessary 
to investigate learners’ self-assessment behaviour in this particular skill area. Self- 
assessment as a measure of the language achievement of learners of a different level 
of proficiency (for instance, advanced level) might be another consideration for 
future research. The present study also seems to indicate that although self- 
assessment may be used as learner awareness raising and self-monitoring strategy, it
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may produce inaccurate results as a key measure of learners’ language achievement. 
The learners may also need training before they are able to make meaningful 
judgement about their own language abilities.
Finally, it should also be mentioned that the forms of the questions in the 
students’ self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment questionnaires used in the 
present study differed slightly. The students’ self-assessment questions asked the 
students to rate how well their language skills were, whereas the teachers’ 
assessment question asked the teachers to rate how well their students had mastered 
the language skills under the course objectives. There were several reasons for this 
slightly different formulation of the students’ self-assessment questions. First of all, 
it was assumed that the degree of the students’ ability in each of the skills would also 
indicate the degree to which they had mastered those skills. Secondly, the students 
might not have known what the course objectives were, especially considering the 
fact that the program did not have course objectives recorded in a written form. 
Thirdly, the students might not have known what the difference between, say, good 
mastery and poor mastery were. Fourthly, it might have been quite possible for the 
students to interpret the mastery of a skill differently, some students giving primary 
importance to the effort they had spent on acquiring that skill, while other students 
emphasising the quality of the skill they have attained. To avoid all the above- 
mentioned pitfalls, the students were simply asked how good they thought their 
language skills and abilities were. However, future research should take into 
consideration these differences that might affect the results.
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In conclusion, this study was a small study, so its conclusions should be 
interpreted in its own context. In order to make generalisations about the validity 
and reliability of self-assessment in general, other similar studies must be conducted.
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APPENDIX A
Student's self-assessment questionnaire
Dear student,
The purpose of this questionnaire is to learn about your assessment of your own 
language abilities. I appreciate your cooperation in completing this questionnaire. All 
the information in this questionnaire will be kept confidential. I would like to thank you 
for your participation.
Section One
1. Your Name; First Name Surname
2. Your age (please tick): O l 7 - 2 0  0 2 1 - 2 5  0 2 6 - 3 0  I I above 30
3. Your gender (please tick): O  n^ale O  female
4. Your mother tongue:________________
5. Had you studied English before coming to this program? (please tick) O  yes O  no
6. liyes, please indicate the length of time that you had studied English prior to this
program:______year(s)
7. Have you lived or stayed in any English speaking country(ies)? O  yes O  no
8. If yes, please indicate the place and the length of time where you lived:
place:____________________________________________________
length of time (in months);___________
9. Have you ever been allowed to assess or grade your own language abilities before? 
(please tick)
O  yes D  no
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\Q.\iyes, what is your attitude toward doing this assessment or grading? 
I I positive 
I I negative 
I 11 don't know
Section Two
Please assess your ability in each of the following language skills and tasks. Tick the 
choice that best reflects your language ability.
Writing
1. How well can you write a thesis statement for a given essay?
I I very well
I I well
□  average
□  poorly
I I very poorly
2. How well can you write a topic sentence for a given paragraph?
I I very well
I I well 
n  average
0  poorly
1 I very poorly
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3. How well can you write a concluding sentence for a given paragraph?
I I very well
I I well 
I I average 
Q  poorly 
I I very poorly
4. How well can you write a concluding paragraph for a given essay?
I I very well
I I well 
I I average 
Q  poorly 
I I very poorly
5. How well can you write a well-organised essay with several paragraphs in it? 
I I very well
I I well 
n  average 
D  poorly 
[~1 very poorly
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6. How good is your grammar when you write? 
r~l very good
D  good 
I I average 
D  poor 
I I very poor
7. How well can you use suitable words when you write?
I I very well
I I well 
I I average 
□  poorly 
I I very poorly
8. How well can you use many different kinds of words when you write? 
I I very well
I I well 
I I average 
D  poorly 
O  very poorly
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9. How well can you spell when you write?
I I very well
I I well 
I I average 
Q  poorly 
I I very poorly
10. How well can you use appropriate punctuation marks e tc) when you
write?
I I very well 
I I well 
n  average 
Q  poorly 
I I very poorly
11. How well can you use transition words (such as "However", "Therefore", "Thus", 
"Although", "Moreover", etc.) when you write?.
I I very well 
I I well 
r~] average
0  poorly
1 I very poorly
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12. How well can you develop a good title for a given essay?
I I very well
I I well 
I I average
□  poorly
I I very poorly
13. How well can you write in English in general?
I I very well
I I well 
I I average
□  poorly
n  very poorly
Reading
1. How quickly can you find the main idea of a passage in English when you read? 
r~l very quickly 
I I quickly 
I I average 
I I slowly 
r~l very slowly
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2. How quickly can you find a specific piece of information in a passage in English 
when you read?
I I very quickly 
I I quickly 
I I average 
I I slowly 
I I very slowly
3. How well can you guess the meaning of unknown words from the context when you 
read in English?
I I very well 
I I well 
n  average 
D  poorly 
I I very poorly
4. How well can you understand relations between sentences when you read in 
English?
I I very well 
I I well 
n  average 
O  poorly 
n  very poorly
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5. How well can you answer true-false questions about a passage in English?
I I very well
I I well 
Q  average
□  poorly
Q  very poorly
6. How well can you understand what is not directly stated in a passage in English? 
I I very well
I I well
□  average
□  poorly
Q  very poorly
7. How well can you read in English in general?
I I very well
I I well 
Q  average
□  poorly
n  very poorly
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Listening
1. How well can you take notes while listening to a passage in English?
I I very well 
I I well
□  average
0  poorly
1 I very poorly
2. How well can you identify specific information when you listen to a passage in 
English?
I I very well 
I I well 
I I average
□  poorly
0  very poorly
3. How well can you identify the main idea(s) of a passage when you listen to it in 
English?
1 I very well 
I I well
r~l average
0  poorly
1 I very poorly
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4. How well can you guess the meaning of unfamiliar words when you listen to a 
passage in English?
I I very well 
I I well
0  average
□  poorly
1 I very poorly
5. How well can you answer true-false questions about a passage when you listen to it 
in English?
I I very well 
I I well 
r~1 average
□  poorly
n  very poorly
6. How well can you understand what is not directly stated in a passage when you 
listen to it in English?
I I very well 
I I well 
O  average
□  poorly
r~l very poorly
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7. How good is your listening comprehension ability in English in general? 
I I very good
□  good 
O  average
□  poor
□  very poor
Grammar
1. How good is your knowledge of prepositions in English?
0  very good
□  good
1 I average 
D  poor
I I very poor
2. How good is your knowledge of English articles ( a, the)?
I I very good
□  good 
CU average
□  poor
Q  very poor
104
3. How good is your knowledge of English pronouns (eg., he, them, ourselves, its, me, 
etc)?
I I very good 
D  good 
I I average
□  poor
I I very poor
4. How good is your knowledge of English modal verbs (such as can, should, might, 
etc.)?
I I very good
0  good 
r~| average
□  poor
1 I very poor
4. How good is your knowledge of English conjunctions (such as but, since, and, 
etc.)?
I I very good 
D  good
□  average 
[~1 poor
I I very poor
105
6. How well can you rewrite English sentences using your own words?
I I very well
I I well 
I I average 
□  poorly 
I I very poorly
7. How good is your knowledge of verb tenses in English?
I I very good
D  good
0  average 
n  poor
1 I very poor
8. How good is your knowledge of subject-verb agreement in English (eg., in the 
sentence "Bill kicks the ball", ^is added to the verb to show subject-verb 
agreement)?
Q  very good 
D  good 
I I average 
□  poor 
Q  very poor
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9. How good is your knowledge of the passive voice in English?
I I very good
□  good 
I I average 
D  poor 
I I very poor
10. How much of the grammar that you have studied in this course do you know? 
I I all of it
n  most of it 
I I some of it 
I I little of it 
I I none of it
11. How would you assess your knowledge of grammar in English in general?
I I very good
D  good 
O  average 
r~l poor 
O  very poor
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Vocabulary
1. How well can you use the words and phrases that you have learnt in this course 
when you write?
I I very well 
I I well 
I I average
0  poorly
1 I very poorly
2. How much of the vocabulary that you have studied in this course do you know? 
I I all of it
I I most of it 
n  some of it 
I I little of it 
I I none of it
3. When I read a passage in English, I understand 
I I all of the words
I I most of the words 
r~l some o f the words 
[[] a few of the words 
I I none o f the words
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4. When I write in English, I can choose the right words 
n  all the time
I I most of the time 
I I sometimes
0  seldom
1 I never
5. When I listen in English, I understand 
I I all of the words
I I most of the words 
I I some of the words 
I I a few o f the words 
I I none of the words
6. How would you assess your vocabulary in English in general? 
I I very good
□  good
O  average 
□  poor 
r~l very poor
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APPENDIX B 
Teacher’s Assessment Form
The purpose of this form is to learn about your assessment of your students’ language 
achievement in terms of the course objectives.
Please assess each of your students on how well they have mastered each language skill
as required by the course objectives according to the following 5-point scale:
5 -  very good mastery 
4 -  good mastery 
3 -  fair (average) mastery 
2 -  poor mastery 
1 -  very poor mastery
Student Writing Reading Listening Grammar Vocabulary
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
Your name
Thank you very much for your cooperation.
